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1. Introduction

This document is Appendix H to the Final Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive
Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (CCP/EIS). This document includes the
following components:
o Copies of written comments from agencies, businesses, and organizations, with responses
to those comments

o A summary of comments from individuals, and responses to individual comments
e A summary of petitions and form letters received
o Transcripts of the public hearing testimony

The Draft Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge CCP/EIS was released to the public for a 45-day
comment period on February 19, 2004. In addition, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service)
held a series of four public hearings in Westminster, Boulder, Arvada, and Broomfield to allow
public input on the proposed rehabilitation plan and alternatives. The Service received over 5,000
comments through public hearing testimony, letters, emails. Comments came from 251 individuals
and 34 agencies or organizations. The Service also heard from 933 people through form letters and
petitions. This Appendix addresses the substantive comments. Comments, as defined by NEPA
compliance guidelines, are considered substantive if they:

e Question, with reasonable basis, the accuracy of the information in the document

o Question, with reasonable basis, the adequacy of the environmental analysis

o Present reasonable alternatives other than those presented in the environmental impact
statement

o Cause changes or revisions in the proposal

Comments and responses are divided into two sections. The first section includes copies of the
substantive comments made by government agencies, organizations, and businesses. Beside each
reproduced letter is the numbered response of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service)
corresponding to each specific comment.

The second part of the response to comments includes a summary of the comments made by the
general public or other entities. Many of the comments made by the public were similar to the
range of issues and concerns that are addressed in the first section. Rather than print every letter
from individuals, the Service has summarized the main topics of the comments received and has
responded to the comment topies that are substantive. All public comments and hearing testimony
will be available for review at the Front Range Community College Library, Rocky Flats Reading
Room or at the Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge Visitor Center on weekends.
Where appropriate, the text of the Final CCP/EIS has been revised to address comments.
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2. Agency, Business, and Organization
Comments

U.S. Department of Energy

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
Colorado Division of Wildlife

Colorado Department of Transportation
Colorado Department of Agriculture - State Weed Program
Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments
City of Arvada

City of Boulder - City Council

. City of Boulder — Open Space and Mountain Parks
. City and County of Broomfield

. City of Westminster

. Town of Superior

. Boulder County Commissioners

. Boulder County Parks and Open Space

. Jefferson County

. City of Golden — Mayor’s office

. City of Golden - City Manager

. Woman Creek Reservoir Authority

. Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

. Boulder Area Trails Coalition

. Boulder County Horse Association

. Church Ranch

. Colorado Wildlife Federation

. League of Women Voters - Jefferson County
. National Wildlife Federation

. Plan Jeffco

. Prairie Preservation Alliance

. Rocky Flats Citizen Advisory Board

. Rocky Flats Cold War Museum

. Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center

. Sierra Club

. Wheelin’ Sportsmen

. Wildlife Management Institute

© 0N ootk WD

CO QO O LW W NN DNDNIDLDIDLDIDLDIDNDND DD H = o e e e e e
WD H O © 0000 Uik WNHOWOW--1O0 Utk wWwihH—HOO

2 Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge



Comment

# Letter #1 Response
Department of Energy
ROCKY FLATS PROJECT OFFICE
10808 HIGHWAY 93, UNIT A
GOLDEN; COLORADAY 8040-£300 1-1. Thank you for your comments.
Reioom  RE _ . .
APR 21200 ou, CEIvep o100k 00274 1-2. Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a
27 g Refuge until the EPA certifies that DOE has completed cleanup and
Mr. Ralph Morganweck I,éi\s FISH & o closure.
Regional Administrator ; ”Mﬂum}{,;i%{seremé
Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge HAL Nigg
Building 111
Commerce City, CO 80022
Dear Mr. Morganweck:
1-1 The Rocky Flats Project Office has reviewed the Comprehensive Conservation Plan
(CCPYEnvironmental Impact Statement describing management alternatives for the Rocky
Flats National Wildlife Refuge. Additionally, I have received considerable positive feedback
regarding the public process implemented by you and your staff. Let me compliment you on
both an excellent document and an open process that presented many opportunities for local
governments, special interest groups, and the general public to fully participate.
1-2 The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is not recommending any particular use options

identified in the CCP, and DOE does not believe any of the use options will impact completed
or contemplated response actions. Also, let me assure you that the site will be safe for any of
the use options you have identified. In fact, cleanup will be well beyond that required to be
protective of the future refuge worker and refuge visitor,

As you know, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) must certify completion of cleanup
and closure of the site before administrative jurisdiction of any land can be transferred to the
Department of Interior for use as a National Wildlife Refuge. The DOE intends to seck this
certification from EPA as soon as practicable following cleanup and closure of Rocky Flats.
Given the conservative nature of the cleanup, I am optimistic that this certification can be
obtained quickly, and am confident that the management alternative you select will make
Rocky Flats a valuable addition to the National Wildlife Refuge System.

Sincerely, -
M.t i
,J’F r‘t. Lockfart
Mdnager

cct
R. Roberts, EPA

D. Benevento, CDPHE
D. Rundle, USFWS

C. Franklin, RFPO

L. Shannon, USFWS
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Comment
#

Letter #2

Response

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 8
999 18™ STREET - SUITE 300
DENVER, CO 80202-2466
Phone 800-227-8917
http:/fwww.epa.goviregion08 E.

APR 23 2004
Us g,
Ref EPR-N RGeS

Laurie Shannon

Planning Team Leader

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge
Comprehensive Conservation Plan

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Rocky Mountain Arsenal- Building 121

Commerce City, Colorado 80022

RE: Rocky Flats National Wildlife
Refuge DEIS and CCP

Dear Ms. Shannon;

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region
8 (EPA) has reviewed the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (FWS) Rocky Flats National Wildlife
Refuge (NWR), Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Conservation Plan Draft
LEnvironmental Impact Statement (DEIS), dated February 2004. We appreciate the time and
effort that went into the productive April 21, 2004 meeting between EPA and FWS. The
following letter is based on our review of the DEIS and is also intended to reflect the discussion at
the April meeting

At the conclusion of the Department of Energy (DOE)/ Colorado Department of Public
Health and the Environment (CDPHE)/ EPA Rocky Flats cleanup and closure process, EPA will
certify that cleanup and closure have been completed, except for operation and maintenance
concerned with response actions, and that all response actions are operating properly and
successfully. Administrative jurisdiction over the property that is to comprise the refuge will be
transferred to the Department of the Interior, the refuge will be established, and FWS will
commence administration of this property in accordance with the Rocky Flats National Wildlife
Refuge Act of 2001 (the Act). In order to fulfil the intent of the Act and to ensure the long-term
integrity of the cleanup, recreational access to some areas of the DOE parcel may be restricted as
delineated through the cleanup process. EPA is confident that all DEIS action alternatives will
ensure that Refuge staff, recreationists and animal inhabitants will not experience harmful levels of
exposure through their experience at the NWR.,

ﬂ Printed on Recycled Paper

2-1. Thank you for your comments.
2-2. Thank you for your comments.

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge q
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Comment
#

Letter #2 continued

Response

2-3

2-4

For future administration of the NWR, the FWS proposes to govern recreation and
ecological restoration activities while promoting and preserving wildlife habitat. The action
alternatives each uphold the principles of the Refuge Act while allowing for varying intensities of
potentially compatible recreation activities. Alternative A is the “no action” alternative and
includes only the continued implementation of the Rock Creek Reserve Integrated Natural
Resource Management Plan. Alternative B is the proposed action and analyzes the activities that
balance wildlife habitat effectiveness with public use. Alternative C emphasizes ecological
restoration and includes only limited public access, and Alternative D focuses on a greater
intensity of wildlife-dependent public activities

The DEIS adequately analyzes many of the multi-use pressures and management actions
within the jurisdictional boundaries of the Refuge that could threaten or enhance the Refuge’s
“wildlife-first” mission. The DEIS considers recreation and resource management that would not
contribute to the degradation of ecosystem processes, including efforts to minimize the risk of
noxious and invasive weed establishment and spread. The DEIS also clearly identifies most
potential impacts from the proposed gravel mining operations within the Rocky Flats DOE
boundary and identifies the incompatibility of these operations with successful FWS Refuge
management

While the DEIS does an excellent job analyzing the possible management actions on the
lands that will be directly under FWS jurisdiction, the DEIS does not adequately discuss the
cumulative analysis area and the potential pressures that may be outside of FWS jurisdiction but
may significantly affect the ability to attain Refuge ecological goals. Specifically, these activities
include restoration and maintenance of the DOE retained lands, transportation corridor
development, population growth in the area and gravel mining. While we recognize that FWS
may have little control in decisions that are made regarding adjacent activities, the use and
management of adjacent lands can adversely effect the NWR’s mission and should be disclosed in
the context of the resources the Refuge intends to protect. This analysis is important to inform
citizens, local governments, and government agencies of general Refuge needs and help each
party to integrate their planning processes where possible. These suggestions are further
described in the enclosed Detailed Comments and largely parallel the main topics of discussion at
the April 21 meeting

Based on the procedures EPA uses to evaluate the potential effects of proposed actions
and the adequacy of the information in the DEIS, the Proposed Actions identified by the DEIS for
the Rocky FFlats NWR CCP analysis will be listed in the Federal Register in the category EC-2,
“Environmental Concerns- Needs Information.” This rating means that, without additional
discussion of environmental impacts from adjacent land uses, the potentially large impacts to the
Refuge will be difficult to control, avoid or mitigate. The DEIS should include additional
information regarding potential indirect impacts of the proposed development of the
transportation corridor, identify feasible mitigation measures to offset those impacts, and include
further discussion of the DOE retained area in terms of weed dispersal and projected final
contamination levels. We have enclosed a summary of EPA’s rating criteria and definitions.

2-3. Thank you for your comments.

2-4. The appropriate sections have been revised in the FEIS to better
describe the DOE retained ares, issuesrelated to an adjacent
transportation corridor, regiona population growth, and gravel
mining. Responses to comments 2-7 through 2-15 discuss these
issuesin greater detail.

2-5. Seeresponse to comment 2-4.

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 5
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Comment

#

Letter #2 continued

Response

2-6

We have found that NEPA can be a powerful tool to connect and inform local processes
and decisions. The DEIS often refers to FWS’s desire to engage in partnerships with adjacent
land users, and we earnestly support these efforts. As a composite analysis of the proposed
project in the landscape, this DEIS should disclose all available information and anticipated
requirements to facilitate such discussions and to guide future decisions toward protection of
Refuge functions. We would be happy to participate and assist with these efforts

We appreciate that the FWS has taken the time to discuss these concerns with us. If there
are any additional questions about these issues or you would like further assistance incorporating

this information into the project, please call me at 303-312-6004 or Amy Bergstedt at
303-312-6647.

Sincerely,

7
. Larry?\roboda
Director, NEPA Program
Office of Ecosystems Protection
and Remediation

cc: Daniel Miller, State of Colorado
Steven Gunderson, CDPHE
Representative Mark Udall
Joe Legare, DOE
Steven Sherman, CDOT Region 6

W

2-6. The FEIS discloses the cumulative effects of all reasonably
foreseeabl e activities on the Refuge.

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge
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Comment
#

Letter #2 continued

Response

2-7

2-8

2-9

2-10

EPA’s DETAILED COMMENTS FOR THE FWS's ROCKY FLATS NWR,
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION PLAN

As stated in EPA’s scoping comments (June 10, 2003), “in order for the FWS to protect
the vision of the NWR, it will be essential to carefully manage any activities that could contribute
to the degradation of internal and external wildlife corridors, ecosystem processes (including
important natural disturbances such as fire), and increased risk of noxious and invasive weed
establishment and spread.” Because ecosystem processes occur over landscapes irrespective of
jurisdictional boundaries, it will be impossible to manage such processes in isolation. Attempting
to do so could result in rendering efforts to establish a functional ecosystem expensive and
potentially futile

EPA’s review of the DEIS found the primary weakness is the lack of analysis and
discussion of the potential for adjacent actions and land uses to adversely affect the ability of the
Refuge to meet its ecological goals and objectives. The most significant adjacent activities
include the DOE-retained land following cleanup, gravel mining operations, the likely
transportation infrastructure development (i.e. Northwest Corridor or Indiana Street expansion),
and the population growth expected in the surrounding area. Our concerns are similar with each
of these activities.

Non-Native Vegetation
* Due to the suburban atmosphere, anticipated recreation and adjacent land use,
weed migration is likely to become a significant management issue. The DEIS
should recommend weed mitigation measures (i.e. prevention, control, and native
species guidance) specific to adjacent lands that could increase the chance the
Refuge will maintain low weed populations and desired ecological functions

. The DEIS should also discuss the risk that adjacent properties, including the DOE-
retained lands and disturbed soil therein, could become an epicenter for weed
migration. The DEIS should disclose the potentially significant economic and
ecological impact to the Refuge from having weed hot spots on DOE or other
adjacent lands. For adjacent properties, the DEIS should also recommend
vegetation and soil management practices, including suggested quantitative
standards for native vegetation and limits for noxious species that could reduce the
likelihood of impacts to the Refuge if implemented

DOE-Retained Lands

. Since the Refuge will fully surround the DOE-retained cleanup lands, the DEIS
should include environmental information associated with the DOE parcel. EPA is
ultimately responsible for certifying cleanup and closure that will insure acceptable
levels of risk associated with hazardous materials and establish performance
criteria to insure successful revegetation of the DOE-retained parcel. However,
the projected guidelines (e.g., acceptable risk to Refuge workers, visitors and
ecological populations, establishment of native vegetation, prohibition of noxious

2-7. Specific responses to these concerns are addressed in response
to comments 2-8 through 2-15.

2-8. Adjacent properties are subject to state and county weed laws.
The Service will continue to work with adjacent property owners and
local governments to minimize the establishment and spread of
noxious weeds.

2-9. DOE has had an on-going weed management program to control
noxious weeds. Weed management in the DOE retained areawill be
addressed in the fina cleanup plans. The Service will continue to
work with the DOE, EPA and CDPHE (RFCA parties) to ensure post-
cleanup revegetation plans will minimize the establishment and
spread of noxious weeds. The potential cumul ative effects of weeds
from DOE retained land on the Refuge are discussed in the
Cumulative Impacts section of Chapter 4.

2-10. The FEIS wasrevised to include a discussion about issues
related to residual contamination and the DOE retained area (Section
1.8). Inthe DEIS, the Service and DOE indicated their goal was that
the demarcation between the Refuge and the DOE retained area be
“seamless’ with few obvious visual differences. Section 1.8 of the
FEIS wasrevised to indicate that the Service believes that a barbed-
wire agricultural fence and/or permanent obelisks with appropriate
signage would best demarcate the DOE retained area, keep any
livestock out of the DOE retained area, and indicate the DOE lands
would be closed to public access. Such afence would not adversely
affect the movement of wildlife across the site, and would not be
visually obtrusive. The Service has provided these recommendations
to the RFCA parties. With regard to specific habitat and weed
management recommendations, see response to comment 2-9.

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 7
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Comment

# Letter #2 continued Response
weeds) and expected institutional controls (e.g., unobtrusive fencing design)
associated with closure of the contaminated area should be discussed to clearly
establish how potential impacts from the lands adjacent to the Refuge are expected . . .
to be managed. Please disclose the expected guidelines that have been established 2-11. The Service believes under NEPA that the cumulative effects
in order to meet the objectives of the Refuge and to meet the goals for establishing of reasonably foreseeabl e activities when combined with the
A" Senmiosk property” LOEAR piLRA) proposed action must be disclosed. The Service believes some
Potential Transportation Corridor Development transportation improvements in the area surrounding Rocky Flatsisa

211 . Th.c I?E!S should df‘scr!bx{ the likely dlirect. indirect, and L‘_l.ll'l\ilgﬁii;\'c ‘FI!TCCIS of reasonab|y foreseeabl e activi ty, but the location of any part| cular
bu1]dl1{zg transportation mlmsrlruuure in t‘hc nrsd_::,urruur‘ldlu.g ocky at::. ‘ transportation improvement, such asalong the edge of the
specifically including the development of the easement corridor along the East X R
edge of the Refuge, which is a reasonably foreseeable action. Impacts to the Refuge, is speculative and not reasonably foreseeable.
Refuge could include habitat loss, loss of habitat connectivity, direct or indirect i X
mortality, avoidance behavior, competition with increased non-native plant and The Refuge Act directs the Service to address and make recommen-
animals, noise, and loss of night security to street lighting. It is therefore dations for the identification of any land that DOE could make
important the FEIS recommend mitigation measures that would prevent or reduce . . . X
likely adverse impacts from highway or road development to the Refuge and its f’ival |able for transportatlon |mpr0_vements TheFEI Swasrevised to
ecological function. This EIS is an opportunity to discuss the standards and include anew Section 4.16 that discusses potentlal Refuge lands
pracliccs_thal would assure the Refuge _could C(:m_inutc to function optimz;lly as the within a corridor immajiatdy west of Indiana Street up to 300 feet
tTurroT.u.‘ldlrfg _a‘r-.a de\-'t.lop:s _Suc}} pl‘aCIII{J.LS riouhd inc u_dt. dc\-c[u..\pn':c_m a l?fa!](illh wide. The new section also describes recommended miti gation
such as restricted or angled lighting, noise walls, creating or obstructing wildlife L. X
migration corridors across roadways, under- or overpasses, interchange placement, measures that would minimize adverse impactsto the Refuge rel ated
and storm water best management practices, efc to any tranmortatl on |mprovafnmts a Ong Indiana &rm, Hi ghway

2.12 . Similarly, EPA did not find an analysis in the DEIS of the potential effects to 128' and nghway 93.

- refuge ecological function from existing, adjacent transportation corridors . . . .
(Hwy 93, 128, 72 and Indiana St.}. If there are actions or management practices 2-12. The effects of eX|st|ng adj acent transportatlon corridors
such as those suggested in our previous comment — that could reduce the impact Surroundlng ROCky Flats are disclosed as part of the affected
c!f‘_these Iroads to Refuge 1‘1I.|rlzciinns and‘\'alues, lhg_\' should be identified in the environment.
FEIS to inform future decisions regarding the maintenance and enhancement of
these routes. 2-13. Urban growth and development was identified in the DEIS and
Area Growth Projections’ Cumudative Effects FEISas a reasonably for%eabl eactivity. M uch of theland

2-13 . Since substantial population growth and development is projected for the area surrounding the Refuge is open space and will not host any urban
na_.’-ighburing thg Rgfugc (_scch)RCOG prujcctions_}. we _rccon_um_::.ld the DEIS growth and deve opment (See Figure 11). The FEIS was revised to
disclose potential impacts of these changes to maintaining wildlife and other indude additional L f ional urban h h
Refuge functions. Such impacts could include: unfavorable interactions between Incluae Ition prOjeCtIOﬂSQ r_eglon ur < growt ne_art e
resident predators and domestic animals; increased popularity and associated Refuge, based on DRCOG projections. Additiona anal yss of the
degradation of the NWR; increased wildlife isolation, decreased mobility to potential |mpacts of regional urban grovvth isincluded in the
adjacent open space, changes to water quality and air quality. We suggest these . . .
impacts be addressed in the urban development discussions. Again, participating in cumul ative Impact sections of Chapta 4.
open discussions with neighboring partners during local planning processes will
help these impacts to be universally understood and potentially offset.

2
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Com;n ent Letter #4 Response
2-14 Gravel Mining Operations 2-14. Section 2.10— Reasonably Foreseeable Activities has been
. Please disclose to what extent the existing and permitted mining operations could revised to include a discussion of mining impacts to groundwater

adversely affect the hydrology at the NWR. If the hydrology in connected aquatic
systems is subsequently altered through vegetated but persistent 30-40 feet deep
mining depressions, this would adversely affect FWS’s restoration of portions of
the watershed and associated Endangered Species habitat

Seamless Property

2-15 . The EIS (p.1; s.4) refers to the concept of “seamless property” as being important
to the function of the Refuge. EPA strongly supports the concept of seamless
property management, a goal which is also reflected in the Rocky Flats National
Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001, Section 3172 (a) (4): "The national interest requires
that the ongoing cleanup and closure of the entire site be completed safely,
effectively, and without unnecessary delay and that the site thereafter be retained
by the United States and managed so as to preserve the value of the site for open
space and wildlife habitat" (emphasis added). The EIS should clearly identify the
intention to establish a seamless property, and indicate that FWS will work with
DOE to create property boundaries that meet the management goals (when
feasible), as intended by the Act

based on information in the existing mining permits. The cumulative
effects discussions in Chapter 4 for water resources, vegetation
communities, wildlife, and threatened and endangered species have
also been revised to include an additiona discussion of the potential
impacts of gravel mining on these resources.

2-15. Seeresponse to comment 2-10.
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Response

Comment Letter #3
#
.Bdll Owens, Governor -
Douglas H. Benevento, Executive Director
Dedicated io pretecting and improving the health and environment of the people of Colorado
Dorves, Cobomo WHE 1650 S0 o S DM 3-1. Thank you for your participation in the CCP process.
?E%nla_ [303;:39@2?0??00 Denver, Colorado B0230-65928 Gl . ..
Localed i Clendale, Gatorade. 0% Cooeso Degpirizacis 3-2. The Service acknowledges that final cleanup decisions have not
) I~ of Public Health ) . .
hitp www.cdphe.state.co.us Ecg,y and Environment yet been determined, and that prior to Refuge establishment,
ARy . &p remaining contaminant concentrations will be protective of Refuge
7 ) vigitors, workers, the generd public, and wildlife.
Rogg Sy,
A il
. %}.ﬁéﬁliﬁgﬁﬁ
April 23, 2004 G
Ms. Laurie Shannon
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge
Comprehensive Conservation Plan
Building 121
Commerce City, CO 80022
RE:  Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) and
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Dear Ms. Shannon:
3-1 The Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) has reviewed the Draft Rocky
Flats CCP and EIS. Department representatives have also attended CCP/EIS public agency scoping
meetings and workshops that were hosted by FWS, and have participated in discussions along with FWS
concerning the CCP/EIS process and Draft with the Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board and Rocky
Flats Coalition of Local Governments.
Final cleanup decisions related to Rocky Flats will be determined after completion of the
3-2 Comprehensive Risk Assessment, which will lead to the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study

(RVFS) and ultimately the Corrective Action Decision/Record of Decision (CAD/ROD). The ultimate
determination on the precise boundaries between lands transferred to FWS to become part of the Refuge
and lands retained by DOE, and the physical and institutional controls required to protect the cleanup
remedy (including any needed fencing) will be made at the time of the CAD/ROD. DOE will retain
under their jurisdiction the current Industrial Area, the Buffer Zone retention ponds, ground water
treatment systems, the two existing landfills, and the area of surface plutonium contamination located
east of the 903 Pad with contamination levels above approximately 7 picocuries per gram. These lands
will not become part of the Refuge, and will not be available for public access.

The soil and water action levels that are being used to conduct the cleanup work currently underway at
the site are deemed to be protective to the maximum exposed individual who is anticipated to be present

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 10
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Comment
#

Letter #3 continued

Response

on site, the wildlife refuge worker. Accordingly, CDPHE anticipates that the final remedy for Rocky
Flats will be protective to both refuge workers and members of the public for all four refuge alternatives

as described in the Draft CCP/EIS.

Sincerely,

”Steven H. Gunderson

Rocky Flats Project Coordinator

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge
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Comment
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STATE OF COLORADO B
Bill Owens, G E
UEP.&R?I':EN'I?‘E!&FFHNO;TURAL RESOURCES CE‘VED
DIVISION OF WILDLIFE APR .1 g 4-1. Thank you for your comment.
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER s ,
Ay Hmﬂu%m"wu@% For Wildlife- 4-2. The Service acknowledges the flexibility that would be gained
Denver, oloraco 902168 e g Herleont by allowing the expansion of the public hunting program, if it is
. warranted by future resource conditions. To that end, the Service has
T added language to Objectives 1.6 (Deer and Elk Management) and
Laurie Shannon 2.10 (Hunting Program) to better relate the proposed hunting
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service . . :
Rocky Mountain Arscnal NWR programsto future evaluations of target populations and habitat
Commerce City, Colorado 80022 conditions.
e 1 Sltamon; 4-3. Thank you for your comment. The Service appreciatesthe
4-1 Thank you for the additional opportunity to review the DRAFT Comprehensive Conservation Plan and continued interest and involvement of the Colorado Division of
Envire | Impact S for Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge and to submit written comments AAlfa :
garding the proposed alternatives. As expressed in our first letter, the Colorado Division of Wildlife Wllq“fe “:] the CCP/EI S process looks forward to a cooperatlve
supports the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in their selection of “Alternative B” - as described in the as relationshi p duri ng the future management of the Refuge_
the preferred management alternative.
In addition, we want to articulate our support for the language in the most recent DRAFT in which the USFWS
4-2 recognizes the potential to expand hunting opportunities beyond the initial youth and disabled hunt program.
Minimizing the restrictions on wildlife management tools will allow our agencies the flexibility needed to respond
to future resource conditions and to wildlife recreation demands.
4-3 As previously exp 1 in our first cc letter and also in public ings, we believe the

strategy described in “Alternative B” promotes wildlife and habitat conservation while allowing compatible
wildlife related recreation and educational uses. Specific aspects of “Alternative B” in which CDOW maintains
particular interest include, but are not limited to: conservation and restoration of native plant communities and
wildlife habitat; continued management of noxious weeds; evaluation of the suitability of native wildlife species re-
introduction; and plans to provide opportunities for hunting, wildlife viewing recreation, education and wildlife-
related research.

The CDOW remains dedicated to working in partnership with the USFWS in planning for the future resource
management on the refuge. We also look forward to continuing this cooperative effort once a management
alternative is in place.

tfully yours,

gatelizer
¢ Services Administrator

ce: Scott Hoover, Jim Guthrie; Eliza Moore; Eric Odell; Aaron Linstrom; Sherri Huwer; Michael Wedermyer

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, Russel George, Executive Director
WILDLIFE COMMISSION, Philip James, Chair « Jeffrey Crawford, Vice-Chair » Brad Phelps, Secretary
Members, Bemard Black » Tom Burke  Rick Enstrom » Claire O'Neal » Robert Shoemaker » Ken Tomes
Ex Officio Members, Russell George and Don Ament
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Response

5-3

5-4

STATE OF COLORADO

¥ L RECEJVED - o]

Denver, Colorado 80222

(303) 757-9385

DATE: April 12, 2004
Us pot

TO: Laurie Shannon, USFWS ROCKY hoi

VILDLIFE SeRyicy
AN ARSENAL 1S0R
FROM: Steve Sherman, Northwest Corridor EIS Environmental Manager

SUBJECT: Comments on Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge EIS
LAaoris

Dear W

Thank you for the opportunity to review the EIS for the Rocky Flats Wildlife Refuge and discuss my comments at the agency
workshop on March 4. [ circulated the EIS to others in CDOT but received no other comments, so the ones | mentioned at the
workshop will be the extent of CDOT comments.

To reiterate the comment most important to us: On page 67-68 and perhaps elsewhere, The Northwest Corridor
Transportation Study is mentioned by name and shown on the map on Page 68. It has always been our understanding that
transportation-related Reasonably Foreseeable Activities are those that are already included in the DRCOG Regional
Transportation Plan. The Northwest Corridor (NWC) EIS is in early stages of development and is not in the Plan; therefore it
would be our preference for the specifics of the NWC EIS swudy to be removed from this Rocky Flats EIS. Impacts that a
general transportation facility may have to the ROW on the east side of Rocky Flats does require analysis, as has been done,
but it is much too early in the process to assume Northwest Corridor utilization of this ROW. For this reason, please
definitely remove any lines on a map or such inferences regarding potential NWC alignments. For example the last sentence
of the fourth paragraph stating, “the transfer would be designed to help meet the transportation needs of the northwest
corridor,” should be stricken.

My additional comments are related to my experience in expectations of NEPA documentation. Primarily, I was surprised to
find very little discussion of hazardous materials/waste in the document. [understand the reluctance to fully address the entire
history and all aspects of hazardous materials/waste of the Rocky Flats site within this EIS and [ don’t think that is necessary,
but it is my clear understanding that a NEPA document must address the impacts of the defined action to the existing
environment. In other words, Refuge actions to the area under its purview such as mowing, site visits, fires, erosion, and etc.
should be addressed in the document. It is my under ding that diation work is complete in all areas 1o become part of
the Refuge. What does it mean that remediation is complete? What are the residual levels of contamination? Will future
Refuge actions cause risk to users or workers of the facility as well as off site receptors? [ believe most of these questions
have been asked of the regulatory agencies and answered satisfactorily, so why not document these conclusions in the
document. As a direct impact to the existing environment, it seems necessary.

One additional comment is regarding Table 10, Impact threshold definitions. Maybe | missed where these “negligible, minor,
moderate, and major™ definitions were used, but if they weren't they seem extrancous,

Thank you , and we look forward to continuing discussions,

) YL

=" CC: Proféét File

5-1. Thank you for your comments.

5-2. The Service bdlieves some transportation improvements in the
area surrounding Rocky Flats is areasonably foreseeable activity, but
the location of any particular transportation improvement, such as
along the east edge of the Refuge, is speculative and not reasonably
foreseeable. Inthe FEIS, Figure 9 was revised and does not show
any particular alignment.

The Refuge Act directs the Service to address and make
recommendations for the identification of any land that DOE could
make available for transportation improvements. The FEIS was
revised to include anew Section 4.16 that discusses potentia Refuge
lands within a corridor immediately west of Indiana Street up to 300
feet wide. Thenew section also describes recommended mitigation
measures that would minimize adverse impactsto the Refuge rel ated
to any transportation improvements along Indiana Street, Highway
128, and Highway 93.

5-3. Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a
Refuge until the EPA certifies that DOE has completed cleanup and
closure. The FEISwasrevised to provide additional information
about the steps to becoming arefuge, existing plutonium
concentrations, and projected plutonium concentrations after cleanup.

5-4. Descriptions of impact thresholds (negligible, minor, moderate,
and major) are used throughout Chapter 4 of the EIS to describe the
magnitude of anticipated impacts.

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 13
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Response

6-1

6-2

STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Noxious Weed Management Program

700 Kipling Street, Suite 4000
Lakewood, Colorado 80215-8000

(303) 239-4182
FAX (303) 239-4177

H Ec Bill Owens
EI Governor
APp . VED Don Ament
6 Commissioner
Greg Yando
Deputy Commissioner

April 26, 2004

Rocky Flats NWR CCP

Laurie Shannon, Planning Team Leader
USFWS

Rocky Mountain Arsenal - Bldg 121
Commerce City CO 80022

Dear Ms. Shannon,

On behalf of the State of Colorado, I am pleased to provide these comments with regard to the
noxious weed management issues raised in the Draft CCP/EIS for Rocky Flats National Wildlife
Refuge. The Draft adequately addresses the need for noxious weed management in order to
protect and maintain the diverse native plant communities and the wildlife that they sustain.
However, there are several substantive comments that must be made and I request that they be
addressed during the preparation of the Final EIS:

1. The Colorado Noxious Weed Act (C.R.S. 35-5.5) stresses the application of integrated pest
management on all lands of the State to achieve state and local noxious weed management
objectives. By this criterion, the State prefers Alternatives B and C because they emphasize
the fullest use of a wide range of biological, chemical, cultural, and mechanical techniques to
control the spread and impact of noxious weeds. However, since these two alternatives are
virtually identical with respect to the use of IPM (pp.74-75) at the refuge, neither one is more
preferred than the other.

]

The Draft devotes little discussion to how weed management priorities will be established.
Given the recent changes to the Colorado Noxious Weed Act and the adoption of new
permanent rules pertaining to the administration and enforcement of this statute (8 CCR
1203-19), 1 request that you consider how Rocky Flat’s weed management program can
explicitly complement the state’s recent and future efforts to set regional watershed and
statewide management priorities. Colorado’s Noxious Weed Act was revised in 2003 by the
Colorado General Assembly to provide a legal framework by which the state can implement

6-1. Thank you for your comment.

6-2. The Service' s Proposed Action (Alternative B) proposes
integrated pest management as the best approach to control the
establishment and spread of noxious weeds.

6-3. Objective 1.5 — Weed Management has been revised to more
specifically identify weed management priorities, and to achieve
consistency with recent changes to the Colorado Noxious Weed Act.
Weed management would be addressed more specifically in a step-
down Integrated Pest Management Plan, which would be provided to
the Department of Agriculture for review and comment.
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# Letter #6 continued Response
Colorado’s strategic plan to stop the spread of noxious weeds, a plan endorsed by USFWS in
2001. New rules (enclosed) require the statewide eradication of a number of rare noxious
gccds (‘ll,lisdl A)land i{lcnli_T;if a number ofmo]rc wcll-cstul:iisrhcd w_ecd s;pcciesdf‘oiwhg:)h :hlc 6-4. The Service bdieves that the proposed staffi ng will be sufficient
tate will develop statewide management plans to stop their continued spread (List B). I hope : ; [
that the invasive plant management plan ultimately adopted by Rocky Flats will facilitate to Comply with Weaj laws and Implernmt the ObJ ectives. Staff from
complementary actions to those of local, regional, and state management efforts. It should the Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR can Suppl ement weed
specifically include consideralion.ofst?tc weed management priorities when determining management and restoration efforts at ROCky Flats, and fire
how, when, and where to control invasive plants in the Refuge. management staffing at Rocky Flats are funded separately from
6-4 3. While Alternatives B and C put an extraordinarily high value and allocation of resources to Refuge management.
the management of fire on the Refuge (3 FTE), too few resources (particularly staff) are
dedicated to the management of noxious weeds and native plant communities. Given the 6-5. The Service walcomes Opportuniti esto partner with CU, CSU
current clomlmon of the native and non-native plant communities at Rocky Flats, 9nl_~,r and other universities regarding research on noxious weeds or other
Alternative C approaches an adequate allocation of FTE (pg. 243) to manage noxious weeds A . .
and restore native plant communities. While I believe that the Draft does appropriately tOpl cs. Such partnefShl psareenvis oned as paft of the PfOPOSQd
address the need for noxious weed management and sets out some suitable management Action’s “worki ng with others’ Obj ective (Obj ective 53)
objectives, the Service will fall short of attaining its plant community and habitat goals
unless vegetation management is staffed more adequately. [ strongly recommend increasing 6-6. The weed management Obj ective has been revised to ensure that
the FTE allocation in Alternative B to correspond with that of Alternative C. To achieve . T . . .
basic plant community objectives and manage noxious weeds at an acceptable level, the there I_S adequate flexibil Ity in appl ying mmaged grazing to ste-
Refuge will need the attention of a full time biologist (although other duties such as wildlife SpeCIfI ¢ conditions.
management will also occupy this person’s attention), a full time noxious weed/vegetation
management professional, and a six-eight month seasonal. This is all the more important if 6-7. The Service bdievesthat the speC| es Compog tion targets for the
the Service anticipates fire, natural or prescribed, to occur with any frequency, at the Refuge ; : ;
because fire will stimulate the germination and establishment of noxious weeds already Xerc ta”gra$ Communlty are appropr_late’ because th@/ can be based
present in the seed bank. upon existing studies of that community.
In addition to the substantive comments made above, I submit the following 6-8. The background for Obj ective 1.5 wasrevised to indicate
suggestions/corrections: noxious weeds are nonnative plant species.
6-5 Pg 12, last paragraph — there are opportunities for scientific research regarding native and non-
native plant communities and the management of noxious weeds. CU and CSU would welcome
the opportunity to collaborate.
6-6 Pg 31, Weed Management section — goats and cattle can be used to graze noxious weeds as part
of an IPM program. Do not emphasize goats over cattle. The prescription should be site specific,
not livestock specific.
6-7 Pg 35, Alternative B first paragraph — relating success to cover is a broad measure at best that i1s
not very helpful in achieving more healthy native plant communities that are resistant to
invasion. I recommend setting the following goals: prevent the introduction of new noxious
weeds to the Refuge, eradicate weed species with small populations, stop the spread of more well
established species within the Refuge, and restore native plant communities of significant
environmental value.
6-8 Pg 38, Obj 1.5 first sentence — strike “generally.” They are always non-native by definition.
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# Letter #6 continued Response
6-9 Pg 39, first paragraph — controlled grazing by either goats or cattle is a biological or cultural tool

that can be used for weed management purposes. In the next paragraph, | would strike field 6-9. The Service hasfound that field bindweed is encroaching in
bindweed. [ don’t believe it is a serious threat to the grasslands. However, both species of teasel . .
are threats to wetlands in this area. disturbed areas throughout Rocky Flats, and tease! is currently not a

6-10 problem.
Pg 39, Alternative B first paragraph — Change “limit and control” to “prevent.”

1.5.6 — take out goats 6-10. Whilethe Service agrees with the philosophical goal of

6-11 i infestati i i
Pg 65, table — check the numbers in the Restoration and Implementation column — something is preventi n_g any new Weaj infestations, the _current termlnol ogy 1s
not quite right I suspect. more achievable, which isone of the criteria for developing

objectives.

6-12 Pg 103, Noxious Weeds — St. Johnswort is no longer in a position to threaten native plant
communities at the Refuge due to the enormous success of biological controls. Instead, 6-11. The cost figures for Restoration and |mp|ernmtat|on do not
cheatgrass and perhaps jointed goatgrass should be added as prime threats to the native plant . R
communities. Also, sulfur cinquefoil is a new invader to the area and may have already built up incl u_de staff Iabor_' which rgjuces the overal I bUdga of that program.
substantial populations at the Refuge. Staffi ng costs are included in Annual Operations.

6-13 Pg 199, Organizations — Dr. George Beck should be moved to page 198 under the Federal, State 6-12. The FEIS was revised to reflect these recommendations.
and Local Agencies section. For some reason, you have listed me as Colorado Native Plant
Society. When I participated in the October 2002 Focus Group for Vegetation Management [ did 6-13. The FEIS was revised to reflect these recommendations.
so as the state weed coordinator, Please list my affiliation as the Colorado Department of
Agriculture and move me to page 197. Also, Len Ackland and Tim Seastadt should be moved to 6-14. Executive Order 13112. Invasive Spec| es has been added to the
g:;::z:z:cctiun as they are affiliated with the University of Colorado, a state agency of higher list of rdevant laws and exeCthive orders.

6-14 . .
Pg 233 — You are missing Executive Order 13112, Invasive Species (1999). 6-15. The FEIS was revised to reflect these recommendations.

6-15 Pg 250 — At the time of printing, this list was incomplete with respect to designations of state 6-16. The Serviceis aware that the cover to the Draft CCP/EIS
noxious weeds. The list has changed more recently (see enclosed). Please recheck any species shows Dalmatian toadfl ax, which isfound throughout thesite The
marked with an “*" to make sure it is still designated a noxious weed. Also, a number of species . s .

6-16 were not originally marked including oxeye daisy, houndstongue, and bouncingbet. cover of the Final CCP/EIS has been Changa:I because it is a different

- document.

Lastly, you should note that the picture used for the front cover of the Draft has Dalmatian
toadflax in the background (it’s the yellow stuff — check under the “&”). 6-17. Thank you for you comments.

6-17

If you have any questions regarding the three substantive comments provided above, please
contact me at 303-239-4182 or eric.lanc(@ag state.co.us. [ appreciate the seriousness with which
noxious weeds are recognized as a threat to the native plant communities and wildlife of the
Refuge and [ appreciate the opportunity to share my concerns with you.

Sincerely,

G Mo

Eric Lane
State Weed Coordinator
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Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments
Boulder County City and County of Broomfield Jefferson County
City of Arvada City of Boulder City of Westminster Town of Superior 7-1 Thank yOU fOf yOUf comments.
8461 Tumpike Drive, Sulte 205 (303) 412-1200 . . , L .
Wesiminster, CO' 80031 L 7-2. The Service appreciates the RFCLOG' s participation in the CCP
I OCESS.
April 5, 2004 45 GCG(V P
, 7 £p 7-3. Thank you for your comments.
Ms. Laurie Shannon s -9 I
[‘]anmflg Team Leadcr ) ‘%%g“ﬁ
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ko
Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR, Building 121 sigce
Commerce City, CO 80022 M
Dear Ms. Shannon,
7-1 On behalf of the Board of Directors of the Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments, we are
submitting the following comments on the Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement (CCP/EIS) for the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge. Because elements of
these comments are beyond the scope of the CCP/EIS, we have copied the Department of
Energy, Colorado Department of Public Health and the Environment, and the United States
Environmental Protection Agency.
7-2 After months of intensive conversation amongst the Coalition governments and with USFWS, it
is clear that the Coalition, as an organization, does not support one alternative over another. Our
comments instead focus on overriding principles and values that are central to the management
of the refuge. The individual governments will continue to work with the USFWS on the details
of the proposed options, including the preferred alternative.
The Coalition thus offers the following comments.
. Support for the Refuge
The Coalition reiterates its support for the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge. As the
Coalition stated in an Arvada Sentinel op-ed in June 2001:
7-3

The [refuge] bill would accomplish a number of the Coalition’s key cleanup and future
use goals. Most importantly, it would protect the land for future generations by
mandating the site be managed as a national wildlife refuge, while ensuring that the
cleanup protects human health and the environment. Additionally, this designation would
prohibit future development of Rocky Flats and annexation of the property by any local
government. The legislation would also require on-going federal ownership of the site, an
integral component of a comprehensive long-term site stewardship program, and also
ensure that cleanup is completed prior to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service assuming
management of Rocky Flats.
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# Letter #7 continued Response
While the seven Coalition governments may disagree on elements of the proposed management
plan, this disagreement should not be interpreted as suggesting a lack of support for the refuge. . . . .
The principles articulated in the op-ed hold true. 7-4. Thefinad conflguratl on of the DOE retained area, as well asthe
7-4 2. Limit Access to DOE Retained Lands nature of any TmCI ng Or structures demar cati n_g Its boundary_ Wlthl n
The Coalition remains concerned that USFWS is proposing to allow access to the refuge without the Refuga will be decided by the RFCA parties. The Service will
dcﬁ.mng I]!o:}' thf chdcra] gi;vcrmm;{u {cil'lhcrhUSFWS or DOE) will restrict access to DOE continueto prov| de input to the RFCA parues_ Section 1.8 of the
retained lands. It is our understanding that the vast majority of the groundwater monitoring : R : : _
wells, settling ponds, caps, surface water monitoring stations, and other controls designed to FEI S WaS revised to indicate that the Service bel ! eves that a barbaj
implement and protect the remedies will remain under DOE’s jurisdiction. These lands, we wire agrlcultural fence and/or permanent obelisks with appropriate
understand, will be off-limits to rn.'1'.ugc visitors. It remains i:npgrnlu'c that L‘_St-'WS ;m.d DOE Signage would best demarcate the DOE retained area, keep any
decide how access to these lands will be restricted prior to opening up the refuge for visitors, . . .
livestock out of the DOE retained area, and indicate the DOE lands
\\"_LL)]'L;LE‘S”L‘f.t‘_ll‘r}c{:{%lrc various mechanisms 1:1'.11 can lhiCm]‘l]nl_\-'cd.l;m;l Ih;n the rc.\:rﬁ‘rll\'t‘ roles would be closed to publ icaccess. The Service has prOV| ded these
of DOE and USFWS in restricting access to the entire Site and to the DOE retained lands must : :
still be decided. Regardless of the legal mechanism(s) that USFWS and DOE ultimately adopt recommendationsto the RFCA parties.
(including but not limited to the past-due congressionally mandated MOU between DOE and the . . . . . .
Department of the Interior), USFWS must clearly acknowledge in the CCP/EIS that 7-5. The SG'VI%WI Il continue to provi de InPUt tothe RFCA pa’tl&s
implementation of the visitor plan is contingent on resolution of this issue. regardlng Cleanup issues, and support the need for ongoing
. S ) monitoring of the buffer zone by the DOE to ensure the effectiveness
3. Additional Analysis Needs to Be Completed . .
7-5 The Coalition understands that DOE, CDPHE, and EPA believe additional sampling of the of the cleanup and the safety of Refuge visitors. The additional
l‘wts‘rr i h:}um;nlitc_d kR llwlc_lnsurc ‘;_f Rocky Flats li':]d trunsfclr oi‘.i:grmlicnnn of sampling of the buffer zoneis completed. The FEIS was revised to
ands to USFWS. The Coalition believes this sampling is essential for a number of reasons, . .o . . .
including but not limited to confirming that residual levels of contamination on the lands to be pr(_)VI_de addltlo_nal |nformat|0r_1 about the St_eps to becoml ng arefuge,
transferred to USFWS are protective of refuge workers and thus of visitors. Additionally, we existing plutonium concentrations, and projected plutonium
h(i]ii.!?'f o:;%ui:g IF‘I];[_CITHEC monitoring must be conducted in the buffer zone to verify the concentrations after cl eanup.
or glIII_L_'.. cl "l'l cSC lands.
e T i e e s 7-6. The Serviceis assured the EPA will require DOE to complete a
While we understand this sampling requirement is driven by the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement . i .
(RFCA) and not the CCP/EIS, we believe that USFWS must take this information into account in Cleanup that is protective of a Refuge worker and visitors before
the (.‘CP!IEIS.\fhcn Iinn.li:r.ing decisions almu} public access t.o.Lhc .rci'usT:c_ Please 1?mc, lhnggl], Cert|fy| ng the dSte in accordance with the Refuge Act.
that the Coalition remains steadfastly committed to the provision in “The Rocky Flats National
Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001" that vests authority for certifying whether Rocky Flats meets
regulatory standards and is thus protective in the EPA and not in the USFWS. We belicve, as we
posited during the drafting of the refuge bill, that the determination as to what is protective is
not, as both a matter of science and public policy, the domain of the USFWS. That said, public
policy also suggests that USFWS remain engaged on this certification analysis and the potential
impacts on the refuge planning process.
7-6 4. A Protective Cleanup
Recently, a segment of the community has been arguing that any level of radioactive
contamination above background is dangerous, and thus USFWS should, from a human health
and safety perspective, prohibit all access to the refuge. Provided that the aforementioned
additional sampling confirms that the lands transferred to USFWS contain levels of residual
contamination that are protective of refuge workers and visitors, we reject this argument.
i
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Letter #7 continued

" Response
The Rocky Flats Soil Action Level Oversight Panel’s review of cleanup levels at Rocky Flats
concluded that lands contaminated with up to 80pCi/g of plutonium would be protective of a
resident rancher that lived on the most contaminated parts of Rocky Flats, grew all their
vegetables at the site, received all of their drinking water from the site, and also grazed their
livestock at the site. This Panel included, among others, local government representatives and 7-7. Thank you for your comments.
the Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center.

Following that study, an intensive review of cleanup levels determined that lands contaminated
with up to 50pCi/g of plutonium would be protective of a refuge worker. This scenario presumes
that the refuge worker spends 50 weeks a year, 40 hours per week at the most contaminated
portion of the site.

It is our understanding that lands which include contamination >7pCi/g of plutonium will be
retained by DOE — and that these lands, as discussed above, will be off limits to refuge visitors.
Based on the aforementioned studies, to suggest that the lands to be transferred will be dangerous
to the community if the RFCA standard is met belies sound science and sound public policy.

The Coalition remains committed to ensuring that the cleanup is protective of human health and
the environment. We understand this latter point is well beyond the bounds of the CCP/EIS but,
given the nature of the current public dialogue, we felt it important to reiterate our position on
this critical cleanup issue.

-7 Thank you for your consideration of these issues. We trust that although some of these issues arc
beyond the bounds of the CCP/EIS, we will continue to dialogue about them with the USFWS in
the appropriate forum.

Sincerely,
Kaotbolins Dl A fash
Karen Imbierowicz David M. Abelson
Chair Executive Director
Ce:  Frazer Lockhart, DOE
Doug Benevento, CDPHE
Max Dodson, EPA
Senator Wayne Allard
Representative Mark Udall
Representative Bob Beauprez
3
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8-1

ey or ARVADA
MaAYOR anND CiTy Councii
FAaCsimiLE: 720-898-7515 ATDD: 720-898-7869

PHoNE: 720-898-7500

April 26, 2004 y ) Via Fax: 303-289-0579

Ms. Laurie Shannon

Planning Team Leader

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Ug
Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR, Bldg, 121 #ry
Commerce City, CO 80022

RE:  Cemmerts en the Draft CCP FIS for the Rocky Flats Natious Witdlife
Refuge

Dear Ms. Shannon:

On behalf of the Arvada City Council, we would like to thank you for this opportunity to
comment on the Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement (CCP/EIS) for the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge. Since this process
started nearly two years ago, the City has continued to appreciate the hard work of you,
Dean Rundle and the entire Fish and Wildlife Service team. We especially appreciate
your willingness to openly invite comment and to engage the public on the sometimes
contentious subject of the future of Rocky Flats.

First, let us state that the City, as stated previously in our June 18, 2003 letter, supports
the Proposed Action, Alternative B. Although we support Alternative B, there are a
number of issues that we feel compelled to comment on within the Drafl. Below please
find both general statements regarding the Proposed Action and specific comments about
Alternative B and the draft document.

Comments on Alternative B:

With consideration of the Pianning Goais of the Refuge, the public input, and the
requirements of a National Wildlife Refuge, Alternative B offers the most appropriate
balance between the conservation of wildlife and their habitat while allowing some
wildlife-dependent public use.

Ecology and Environmental Management: The ecology and environmental
management plans presented in Alternative B implement the extensive habitat and
wildlife management that is expected of a refuge. Especially important is the broad range
of habitat restoration tools and commitment to a broad range of methods to manage and
protect wildlife on the site. It is imperative that the USFWS keep all options available for
habitat restoration and wildlife management and implement a full range of strategies
throughout the Refuge.

PO, Box 8101 & 8101 Raiston RoaD & Arvaba, Colorano A 80001-8101

8-1. Thank you for your comments. The Service believesthe
Proposed Action would best balance habitat restoration and wildlife
management with public use in accordance with the Refuge Act, the
National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act, and Service's
policies.
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Although the City supports the ecology and management plan presented in Alternative B, 8-2. Alternative B, the Service' s Proposed Action, would provi dea
we feel the plan can be strengthened in several areas: full range of weed management toolsthrough an Integrated Pest
8-2 1. Weed Management: Additional emphasis should be placed on the aggressive Management approach. The Service agrees that while highly
management of noxious, non-r_mli\-,.‘ w cn.\l.s on I1‘1_|: site. '[‘]n:. ]_11:1;1 to use Integrated aggrve weed management is needed, the level of weed
P.ch'[ M‘;nmgumcn?l {I‘PA-1.]_;T1'-.1L~1:L.‘I¢:'? 1:, ur|:1c1l;11. \\ i!h t!m p.rlol:rura_moln o.l.nvt'.w.uu,\,l management in Alternative B would be reasonabl e glven funding
weeds at the Refuge, it is imperative that all weed removal options be available to ~ s
USFWS. The City is in agreement that this should include the use of herbicides, constraints and other priorities.
biological controls, mechanical removal, prescribed fire, and controlled grazing. . o .
As noted in the Draft CCP/EIS, the lack of prescribed fire has resulted in the fact 8-3. The Service acknowl edges that alimit of either 500 or 750 acres
that, “a fuel load of dead vegetation has been building up in the grasslands of of prajrie dog colonies would be an increase over the current extent
Rocky Flats for at least 30 years. This buildup has contributed to an invasion of .. . .. .
noxious weeds on sife... " (10 acres) of exiti ng_ pOpU| ations. . Pfal ne dOgS anative grag and
species, and the Service has an obligation to manage the species on
2. Pl’:.lll_'lc I)m’.zf: The ('il,\_ suggests that l'.‘s’l'\.\-'.'ﬁ r'f‘u_xm.nmf“llw 750 acres L|L.‘\'L‘[L'(| the Refuge. The Service bdieves that amaximum threshold of 750
8-3 to prairie dogs in Alternative B. The Alternative C limit of 500 acres appears .. . . . s ..
more sustainable and increases the odds of a healthy population that will continue acres of prarie dOg coloniesis ill within the limits of what the
to contribute to the area ecology. The 500 acres is still an enormous increase of Service could effec“vely manage and what would be sustainable.
colonization over historic population on the site and will contribute to the Refuge
as a whole. 8-4. Future hydrologic conditions are discussed in the DEIS and
3. Natural Habitat Management: The City supports USFWS” plan for wildlife FEIS under %CtIOI'-] 33' _Water R@o_urcm DOE haslnltlated
8-4 informal consultation with the Service to minimizeimpacts on the

8-6

habitat management. However, it is important that USFWS acknowledge that
when the infrastructure and buildings of the Industrial Arca are gone and the area

on various parts of the Refuge. These changes may impact riparian and Preble’s
areas. The City is not in favor of artificially maintaining these areas through the
importation of water and feel that it should be stated in the CCP/EIS that this
would not be an option considered by the USFWS.

Public Use: Creating an accessible, open wildlife refuge has always been an issue of
primary concemn to Arvada. The City has continued to advocate for direct access to the
Refuge via the Arvada trail system, and the trail systems within the surrounding
communities. It is gratifying that the park and open space work of the surrounding
communities has been incorporated into the planning of Alternative B to allow these trail
connections. The City commends the USFWS commitment to working with the
surrounding communities on this issue. The City feels that the overall public use plan is
reasonable for Alternative B and within the spirit of the Refuge System. In fact, the
public uses proposed in Alternative B are minimal in relation to the over 5,000-acre size
of the refuge and the location adjacent to a large urban area. There are three issues that
the City would like to see changed in the Public Use portion of Alternative B.

1. Trails: Although great strides have been made to improve the proposed trail
system from the first draft of the alternative plans, the City still strongly believes
that the trail system in the southern portion of the Refuge is inadequate. In our
June 18, 2003 letter, we discussed the need for loop trails and additional trails in

Preble’ s from hydrol ogic changes of site closure. The Refuge Act
protects existing property rights on the Refuge, including water rights
and ditches. The Service does not plan on expanding riparian habitat
areas, but will instead focus on protecting what is currently there.

8-5. The Service bdieves the Proposed Action would best balance
habitat restoration and wildlife management with public use and
future funding.

8-6. The Service believesthat thelevel of public use proposed in
Alternative B would be appropriate for the sze and purposes of the
Refuge. In response to these and other comments, Alternative B has
been revised to include another off-site trail connection to the
southwest that will enable the City of Arvadato complete atrail loop
along Big Dry Creek south of the Refuge. In addition, the alignment
of the southern multi-use trail has been changed to diversify and
improve thetrail experience for visitors and complement future
connectionsto other jurisdictions. The Service believes that any
significant additions beyond those just described would no longer
strike an appropriate balance between public use and habitat
management, and would increase trail maintenance costs.
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the southern area abutting Arvada. We proposed that two additional foot trails be
added to the area in conjunction with the multi-purpose perimeter trail proposed at
the time. However, as currently proposed, Alternative B eliminates the perimeter
multi-use trail west of the Arvada trail connection and creates one loop
connection to the east. The single loop connection is positive, but it loses much
of its appeal without the continuation of the perimeter trail. The City strongly
advocates the reintroduction of the perimeter trail as originally shown west of the
Arvada trail connection. This trail can follow the existing road along the south
and west perimeter of the Refuge. Not only would this trail enhance the
experience of users in the southemn portion of the Refuge, it would do so with
minimal impact and create better connectivity within the Refuge, especially to the
Contact Station and Lindsay Ranch. It is reasonable to deduce that, if the planned
development immediately to the south of the Refuge occurs, there will be high
demand for more than just the trail proposed. The addition of the perimeter trail
would spread visitor impact, enhance visitor experience and decrease the potential
for creation of informal “social™ trails in delicate habitat.

2. Equestrian Use: The City of Arvada supports the allowance of equestrian uses

8-7 within the Refuge. As Alternative B is now written, equestrian uses would only
be allowed in the southern portion of the Refuge. The City supports equestrian
uses on all multiple use trails within the Refuge, not only the southern portion.
Equestrian use is an accepted form of transportation within the Refuge system for
the purposes of wildlife observation and, as stated in the Compatibility
Determination of the Draft CCP/EIS, “disturbance resulting from trail use is
anticipated to be biologically insignificant.”

3. Phasing of Development: The City appreciates the fifteen-year timeline that

8-8 ?hc USEWS has to implement a management plan for the Refuge. Tt is, however,
important to work with the surrounding communities to most quickly open
sections of the Refuge to the public. The Refuge will be a long-anticipated
regional asset by the time USFWS takes over and we feel it would be easy and
beneficial to open at least a portion of the Refuge almost immediately. We
strongly encourage USFWS to open more than just a trail to the Lindsay Ranch
within the first five years. Based on the planned use of existing roads and the lack
of sound environmental contaminant concerns in the areas slated for public
access, there is little reason why access could not be granted very quickly in some
areas. At a minimum, USFWS should reduce the timeline from 5-7 years to 3-5
years for the completion of 75% of trails. In addition, if a surrounding
community is prepared to create a link to the Refuge within the first five years,
USFWS should work with them to create that link and increase access to the
Refuge.

Additional Issues: Below are a number of additional comments related to individual
issues raised by the Draft CCP/EIS.

8-7. Equestrian access was not widely supported by the public
comments, and raises i ssues about potential ecological impacts. For
these reasons, the Service' s limitation of equestrian accessin
Alternative B isintended to provide a separation of uses and to be
conservative with regard to ecological impacts.

8-8. Duetotheleve of disturbanceto the site, alimited budget for
Refuge management, and public concerns about access to the Refuge,
the public use implementation plan of Alternative B was not changed.
By focusing staffing and budgetary resources on habitat restoration in
thefirg 5 years, the Service would be able to reduce the severity of
noxious weed infestations, and initiate road restoration before public
trail use would begin.
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8-10

8-11

Environmental Concerns: The City will always have concern regarding
environmental issues within the Department of Energy retained lands. At the
same time, we feel that the areas proposed for public access in Alternative B are
more than protective for the activity of refuge workers and visitors. In fact, it
should be noted that the City is aware of no credible data related to contamination
that would not support the use of the Refuge in the manner proposed. Based on
the standards being implemented in the clean up of Rocky Flats and the lands to
be retained by DOE, for any party to suggest that the Refuge will be unsafe is
irresponsible and unfounded.

That being said, the City urges USFWS to resolve all outstanding issues related to
access 1o DOE retained lands. [t is our understanding that the actual methods of
limiting access and instituting controls to restricted areas have not been
determined at this time. The City does not suppert one particular method of
control over any other, but rather, believes that a number of controls with varying
degrees of restrictiveness will be necessary depending upon the type and location
of each area requiring restricted access. However, the City does agree with and
support the statement in the Draft CCP/EIS that it is the goal of both the USFWS
and DOE, “that Rocky Flats will be a seamless property, to the extent possible,
with no or few obvious visual differences berween Refuge and retained lands. "

Transportation Right-of-Way: Generally, the City’s position as stated in the letter
of June 18, 2003, is unchanged with regard to USFWS" inclusion of the potential
transportation right-of-way within the Draft CCP/EIS. The City continues to
support USFWS studying the transportation corridor as it relates to the
management of the Refuge. However, the City is extremely disappointed in the
manner in which USFWS has chosen to study the right-of-way. It has always
been our position that whatever the impact to the refuge, it will be most notable if
the entire 300 feet of right-of-way is used for transportation and therefore, the
entire 300 feet of right-of-way should be studied by USFWS. It only makes sense
that if the actual roadway width is less, the impact to the operations and
management of the Refuge can only be less.

Instead of studying the 300 feet of right-of-way as listed in the Rocky Flats
Wildlife Refuge Act, USFWS has arbitrarily divided the right-of-way and studied
the impacts of various widths, The numbers used and the assumptions made by
USFWS in their division of the potential right-of-way are not based on any fact
related to the actual transportation corridor. The legislation only says “up 10 300
feer, " which means any number between 0 and 300, not 50, 125, or 300. The City
is aware of no predetel on by t olorado Department of Transportation
that concludes only th ee widths are available. Nor is the Cit

we of a
predetermined route that would require the entire length of the Indiana right-of-
way to be used for the potential transportation corridor. Yet, throughout the Drafi
those misleading and incorrect assumptions are made, to the detriment of every
member of the public that may read this Drafi.

8-9. Thank you for your comment. Note that an expanded discussion
of cleanup related issuesisincluded in Sections 1.8, 3.2, and 4.2.

8-10. In the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation of
the DOE retained area be “seamless’” with few obvious visual
differences between the Refuge and the DOE retained area. Section
1.8 of the FEIS wasrevised to indicate that the Service believes that a
barbed-wire agricultural fence and/or permanent obelisks would
demarcate theinterior property boundary, keep any livestock out of
the DOE lands, and clarify that the DOE lands would be closed to
public access. Such a fence would not adversely affect the movement
of wildlife across the site, and would not be visually obtrusive. The
Service has provided these recommendations to the RFCA parties.

8-11. The Refuge Act directed that the land to be made available for
transportation improvements should not extend more than 300 feet
from the Indiana Street right-of-way. The DEISidentifies those
resources that fall within a distance of 50, 125, 300 feet from Indiana.
The three different widths (50, 125, and 300 feet) were chosen to
provide arange of widths and amount of each resource that would be
within each width, up to 300 feet. The selection of three widthsisnot
intended to imply a preference for any particular width that may be
transferred, or any implication that only the three widths analyzed
would be available.

The Service acknowledges that the transfer of land for the purposes of
transportation improvementsisthe responsibility of the DOE. The
Refuge Act directs the Service to address and make recommendations
for theidentification of any land that DOE could make available for
transportation improvements. The FEIS wasrevised to include a new
Section 4.16 that discusses potential Refuge lands within a corridor
immediately west of Indiana Street up to 300 feet wide. The new
section also describes recommended mitigation measures that would
minimize adverse impacts to the Refuge rel ated to any transportation
improvements along Indiana Street, Highway 128, and Highway 93.
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8-12

8-13

8-14

It is not and should not be the function or responsibility, nor is it certainly the
expertise, of the USFWS to determine potential widths and lengths of a
transportation corridor. This is especially true, and disconcerting, as the Colorado
Department of Transportation is just beginning the public Northwest Corridor
Transportation Study.

In addition to the general methodology, the Draft also contains several statements
that, at a minimum need clarification and more support or should not be included
in the Draft as written. For example, on page 162, it is stated that, “Construction
of a highway between the refuge and Standley Lake may pose a phyvsical barrier
to Preble’s movement and psychological barrier to bald eagle movement. "

First, there is no indication given that Preble’s movement now exists between
Rocky Flats and Standley Lake. Second, it seems that Indiana Street already
poses a nhysical barrier to Preble’s movement, yet no comiparison is given ol the
impact of Indiana versus a larger roadway. Third, the statement that an enlarged
roadway may pose “a psychological barrier to bald eagle movement " simply
makes no sense. There is an existing population of bald eagles that freely moves
throughout the urbanized area. The eagles regularly move between Standley
Lake, Barr Lake and all points in between (such as lakes surrounded by houses
and roadways like East Lake and Hunter’s Glen Lake) and along the South Platte
corridor, crossing numerous roadways, including 1-25 and 1-76.

Another example of a poorly written statement is found on page 168. It reads:
“The transfer of a right of way and subsequent development of a larger roadway
would adverselv affect easterly views from portions of the Refuge.” On its face
this might make some intuitive sense, however, there are two issues that need to
be considered. First, the existing casterly view is of an urban reservoir
surrounded by housing and an urbanized area including downtown Denver, hardly
a pristine prairie setting. Second, until a roadway is designed, it is difficult to
determine how views will be impacted. By way of example, one should look at
the most recently built area highway, the Northwest Parkway. In many places, the
Northwest Parkway was intentionally built below grade to minimize impacts on
the surrounding land. If the Draft, 2t a minimum said, “cou/d” instead of
“would" at least some recognition that the outcome and final design of the
potential roadway is unknown would be present.

Perimeter Fencing: As stated in previous communication with the USFWS, the
City advocates minimal perimeter fencing at the Refuge. The City is in no way
interested in sacrificing the quality of the Refuge or the safety of the surrounding
community through minimizing fencing. However, minimizing fencing should
absolutely be a goal of the Refuge.

There are several reasons the City feels strongly about this matter. First, the
Refuge will abut a prominent entry into our City and the appearance of the Refuge
will directly reflect upon Arvada. Second, and closely related, the portion of
Arvada that borders the Refuge is privately owned and is zoned and proposed for

8-12. The FEIS wasrevised based on this comment.

8-13. The Service acknowledges that it isimpossible to evaluate the
visual impacts of future transportation improvements, if any, until a
roadway is designed. However, the Refuge Act does direct the
Service to make recommendations on land that could be made
available for transportation improvements. While the referenced text
has been removed from the FEIS, an additional discussion of the
potential effects of any transportation improvements near the Refuge
been added as Section 4.16, and does include an evaluation of
potential visual impacts, recognizing that plans for any transportation
improvements do not currently exist.

8-14. The exigting barbed-wire fence would remain under the
Service' s proposed action.
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development. Large chain link and barbed wire, or other barrier type fences are
not the kind of outward impression that we feel a regional asset such as the
Refuge should give to its neighbors. In addition, as stated above, there is no . . . . .
environmental reason to create such a barrier. The City supports the USFWS plan 8'15 Since the p_UbIIC meetings, the Service has deCI ded _tO not
to maintain the traditional three-strand fence around the perimeter of the Refuge. include SpeCIfIC signage. However, the expanded discussion of
8-15 Site Signage: In at least one public forum during this comment period, USFWS Pontarnlnatlon |$_ues In R ion18d K ra_t% that Sgnage will
has stated that the final CCP/EIS will have specific signage language for the site include information on residua contamination and related 9fay
related to safety and/or contaminant concerns. The City is not comfortable with issues.
specific language being set at this stage of the cleanup and closure of Rocky Flats.
At this time there are simply too many \'u;'iiuh]cs for l]‘JuI[.fSF\\'El'S 1o know what is 8-16. The Refuge Act prov| desfor the pre%rvation and maintenance
appropriate language on any signage. With institutional controls not yet . . . .
determined, cleanup incomplete, and additional buffer zone sampling incomplete, Of_ the_Llndsay RanCh structuresin accordance with the National
the City questions the logic of developing specific signage language. It may be Historic Preservation Act. After eval uating the condition of the
3;311ra1;:1'iu1cll‘) l-.lcknm\ chlg; \\'uhiln 1I1ul( '(‘].’ ElS tl‘;u need ‘I"I\_rl .‘IUI[:;L‘, siﬁ,nugc, but to structures, the Service has concluded that the farm house is weathered
stermine the language to be used on the signage does not fit within the purpose . . . .
or scope of the CCPIEIS, o P beyond repair, and that appropriate restoration would significantly
detract Refuge resources away from other management needs. For
8-16 Lindsay Ranch: The City supports the stabilization and interpretation of the entire €aso : 0SeS : o H
Lindsay Ranch site. We do not agree with USFWS” plan to only stabilize and theser ns, the Service prop to aCtlver renabilitate the barn
interpret the barn. As many structures as possible should be stabilized and Only'
maintained, including outbuildings, fences, and the house and the barn. 1l 1t is
!mprﬂcticzll for l]l‘n: house .tn ‘]w‘;luhili/nl lhf:n it shnu.lti l.rhc ;lII]na\\:cd‘lu I’:ll[ni_l[ur.'lll}' As stated in the rationale for Alternatives A, B, and D under
in place. However, the house site should still be preserved and interpreted along R R X L :
with the entire ranch. As USFWS knows, the legislative intent was to preserve Obj ective 6.4, the Service would be wil ||ng to work with partners and
the Li_ndsu_v Ranch physical structures, not just the barn. It is disheartening that consider Qabl'lZII']g the house if resources could be found through
there is no plan to do as was intended by Congress, . . .
partnerships or grantsto undertake such aproject. Even if the house
8-17 Maps: One issue related to the actual document itself involves the maps used to does not remain, the Service agrees that the house can be interpreted
:lcpictl thi:l silu]:.” By Ifmj1p]lclcl);Ish:ding,ll::e DOE rlciui11|‘.‘illill‘|u‘1?.“i‘l 1[: :;:;:g:lj-ﬁ;:l Iil through avari ety of mediasuch as interpraive panels TheEIS has
o understand the site in its entirety and the maps lose much of the 2 and . . L
effectiveness. It would be much more preferable to make the DOE retained land been riﬂllm to reﬂeCt thIS_. The SerV|ce is concerned about the house
transparent by either lightly shading the arca or using a dotted line around the becom|ng an attractive nuisance if it is fenced off, and the type of
pcrimctc_r. Uti_lcrwisc. there is no possihililt)' to unglm'sl.;.md the rcl;niom_ahip I::1'1hc %CUfity fencing that would be required to keep visitors away could
center of the site (topography, habitat, drainage, etc.) with the Refuge lands. detract from the visual qualltles of the area.
8-18 Afier review of the entire Draft CCP/EIS it is clear that Alternative B adheres to all of the 8-17. Whilethe depl ction of the DOE retained area on the maps may

Planning Goals stated for the CCP/EIS. The balance of ecological restoration and
management with public access is appropriate for a site of this nature and with its history.
The City fully supports the implementation of Alternative B and asks that the suggested
changes discussed above be addressed by the Refuge Planning Team in the Final
CCP/EIS.

It is the strong desire of the City to continue the positive relationship we have built with
the USFWS due to our good fortune of having the Two Ponds National Wildlife Refuge

be visually obtrusive, it isintended to convey the fact that the Service
isnot responsible for resource management within the retained area.
The maps have been revised to make the retained area transparent.
The Service, however, will provide recommendationsto DOE
regarding resource management issues.

8-18. Thank you for your comment. Working with othersis one of
the six planning goals of the Refuge.
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#
within the City. Now is the time to start working on specific projects together in order to
best facilitate public access and community involvement once the Refuge is open. We
look forward to any opportunities to partner in the development of trails, public access
: LR : h s . p -19. our comments.
and the formation of volunteer community groups in support of the Refuge. 8-19. Thank you for y

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft CCP/EIS. Please do not hesitate
to contact the City for any additional information or assistance.

Sincerely,

p— Ponariidade
Ken Fellman Lorraine Anderson
Mayor Councilmember

Arvada Alternate — RFCLG Board Arvada Member — RFCLG Board

[}
o

City Council

Clark Johnson, Assistant to the City Manager

Gordon Reusink, Director of Parks, Golf, and Hospitality
Bill Ray, Director of Public Works

David Abelson, Executive Director, RFCLG
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Will Toor, Mayor
Y CITY Thomc:; Eld;l:ingqn. Deputy Mayor
i 4 OF Robin Behannan, Councilmember
T/@/P‘ ~ Crystal Gray, Councilmember
//\ BOULDER Shaun McGrath, Councilmember 9-1. Thank you for your comments.
- Gordon Riggle, Councilmember
Mark Ruzzin, Council b . . . .
*@, CITY COUNCIL OFFICE Andy Schulthaiss, Counciimarber 9-2. Although the Refuge will not be established until cleanup is
e completed, and the EPA and CDPHE have verified that all proposed
refuge activities would be safe for the refuge worker and visitor, the
4ol 20,2004 Service believes that the proposed action for Refuge management and
Ms. Laurie Shannon _ EEC - public access (Alternative B) would best balance wildlife and habitat
p‘[annipg Team Leader ! ’/.:.: D management, and public access. Under Alternative B, most of the
o I e Refuge would be restricted to public access for thefirst 5 yearsto
ocky Mountain Arsenal NWR, Building 121 . . L. !
Commerce City, CO 80022 alow timefor restoration efforts to be initiated. The Service does not
believe that the proposed action imprudently rushes public access.
Dear Ms. Shannon,
9-1 We are writing on behalf of the City of Boulder to submit the following comments on the ROCky Flats will not be the first fefuge established on aformer
l(}.;onéprc?egive Enln_scrvlaiigll'ndll’_lﬁn I;n]:j Environmental Impact Statement (CCP/EIS) for nuclear facil ity, Saddle Mountain NWR was established in
e Roc ats N ge. . . . .
Nt o s Washington in 1971, with over 30,000 acres in the buffer zone of the
9-2 The City supports Alternative C, Ecological Restoration, as the best alternative for DOE’s Hanford Site. Saddle Mountain was included in the Hanford
the v.vildlir&t refuge at the Rock;' Flz:ts site. \fe believe “.’E“.‘h." unique cqndiiinns at Reach National M onument, created as part of the Refuge System in
Rocky Flats warrant a conservative, “go slow” approach. This is the first former nuclear .
weapons facility that will be designated as a wildlife refuge. In that respect, it is unlike 2000. Over 50,000 acres of the Hanford Reach National Monument
any of the other, more pristine land enrolled in the wildlife refuge system and should be is currently open to public use. Unfortunately, with the Refuge
lllanagt.‘fi‘ zu:curd‘ingly. Th:s plm wi?l govern the first 15 ?"CE!I“H uf.lhc wildlife rcl'ulgc, a system there are dozens of sites that have to deal with avariety of
proverbial drop in the bucket compared to the 24,000-year half-life of the plutonium . . .
known to have been on the site. This first plan should therefore focus on verifying the contaminant issues related to former and/or ad] acent land uses.
long-term safety of the land for future generations. If no problems are found during the .
first 15 years, we believe a discussion on greater level of public access and use could be 9-3. The Service acknowl edgeS that weed management and
warranted. ecological restoration would be major issues on the Refuge, and for
9-3 However, until we have gained the benefit of having managed these lands over the 15- thisreason the SerV|ce_ has elected to focus the first 5 yearSOf Refuge
year time period, we believe that the focus should be on ecological restoration over management on theseissues. After 5 years, the Service believes that
public elcc?ssfus.f.:. To open the site to 1l.u: public without this first being ac1..‘ur1.1p|is}1if'd. the amount of public use proposed in Alternative B would be
would be short sighted and would not serve the broad, long-term community interests. K . . i
compatible with on-going restoration efforts and other Refuge needs.
9-4 The City has long-advocated for closure and clean up of the weapons production facility The Service beieves that wildl |fe-dependa’]t recreation such as
h at Rocky Flats. We continue to work with the other local governments in the area through : : : : : ;
the Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments (RFCLOG) to argue for federal funding In_te‘praatlon and environmental educatlon_can provi c_ie th_e pUbIIC
and attention to the issue. Proper cleanup of the site remains our first priority. with opportunitiesto observe how the Service is meeti ng its
9-5 restoration and other management objectives.

Beyond the cleanup and closure, the City supported the Udall-Allard legislation in 2001
which resulted in having the site designated a national wildlife refuge. This was
important to the City of Boulder not only to protect the site from future development but

P.O. Box 791 *» Boulder, Colorado 80306-0791 « (303) 441-3002 « Fax (303) 441-4478 + www.ci.boulder.co.us
Printed on 100% Post Consumer Waste Paper §T%

9-4. Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a
Refuge until the EPA certifies that DOE has completed cleanup and
closure.

9-5. Thank you for your comment.
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also to preserve federal ownership of the site. Protection from devc!opm;am was an
important part of our vision for the landscape given the efforts made by Boulder and ; :
Boulder County in setting aside open space adjacent to the site. Federal ownership was 9-6. Under the Refuge Act, the DOE will be respons ble for any
critical in our view to address the uncertainty of public health issues so that if an future cleanup-related r onse actions on the Refuge. The Final
y
problems are dg_tc;lcd in the future, the liability will be with the federal government — not CCP/EISincludes additional discussion about DOE’'s |ong-term
local communities — to address those problems. T
responsibilitiesin Chapter 1 — Purpose and Need.
To that end, we would like to point out language (p. 8) of the CCP/EIS that says the . . .
9-6 “USFWS will not assume full responsibility for the refuge until the EPA has deemed the 9-7. See response to comment 9-2. The contamination levelsin the
cleanup complete”. According to the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act, if any areato becomethe Refuge are Currmﬂy low enough not to requi re
problems are found - even after transfer to USFWS - the DOE will be responsible for . All of th ioud ki . .
addressing them. We support that provision, and urge you to revise the CCP/EIS to be any response aCtIOﬂS_ of the previousy unknown contamm_atlpn
clear that USFWS should never have to assume “full” responsibility for the site. sites that have been discovered at ROCky Flats are all located within
A e b the areato beretained by DOE. Identifying and remediating such
9-7 iis is l.h" ﬁrbl: .?uq: site in the country to be transformed from a nuclear weapons . .
production facility into a wildlife refuge, and it is imperative we proceed carefully. We Sites1s purpose of the current cl eanup efforts.
believe a-conservative approach is still appropridte when considering trails and public . . .
use, as we should remain cautious about public health risks and the potential for 9-8. Itistheintent of the Service not to accept thetransfer of
Cf:nlall;l."li;'u}].]lion,blgoczi_l cxp{cri:rllccujndicallcs :!lal un;nr::sccn is.;ucs do an;lsc wgcn managing adminigrative jurisdiction for any lands at Rocky Flats until the
sites that have been invelved in the production an age of t : s : ;
i e R e e Memorandum of Understanding between DOE and DOI, required b
materials: . L .
+ At the Rocky Mountain Arsenal (RMA), a former chemical production site being the Refuge Act, isfinalized. The Serviceisnot “inarush” to
f:)l[;eg;\ed up zmld managed as a wu]n.lllrc refuge, sarin hlumbs were _I‘oum] as ru_.‘cnlly as transfer. Whilethe MOU has not yet been compl eted, the Service
2001, prompting a temporary closure and re-evaluation of that site. . .
«  In 2003 at the former Air Force Base at Lowry, asbestos was found during and DOE have continued to work cooperatlvely on many Iong-term
redevelopment of the site which includes new homes and schools. transition issues.
« In fall 2003 at Rocky Flats, an incinerator was discovered during clean-up
remediation at the uranium ash pits, another site discovered only 2 years prior to 9-9. The CCP/EIS does not address pog_d osure contaminants
2003. . . . . - .
monitoring on refuge lands because noneis anticipated. The Service
We also are concerned that _thcrc should not bc.a ru.sh to t.']::';mul? an(l_lran:\‘fcr, T}Tc I_)OF, is Currenﬂy unaware of any re’najy—rd ated monitori ng that will be
9-8 fmd USFWS are t}vo very dlffcrcnl a‘gcnmcs thE‘l‘cFLffercnt ful?d.mg situations, missions required onthelands currently identified for transfer into the National
and capacities. Prior to opening the site for public access, additional time should be . . .
provided for both agencies to work out details of the mandated land transfer. A Wildlife Refuge System. DOE isresponsible for al post-closure
memorandum of understanding about ic details of this transfer is past due and needs to monitoring of the re'nedy, andis rmuired by the Refuge Act toretain
be completed by DOE as soon as possible. C ol A : H H
jurisdiction of any landsthat require long-term monitoring. The
Additiorially, we insist on continual post-closure monitoring of the site, even after Service does not believe that the RFCA parties are going to require
9-9 transfer to USFWS. This is required according to the provisions of the Rocky Flats Iong-term monitoring of Buffer Zone areas that aretransferred to the

National Wildlife Refuge Act, and we would like to ensure there is sufficient post-closure
monitoring on the Refuge lands. Post-closure monitoring in the buffer zone — conducted
by DOE - is critical in verifying the long-term safety of the site. The CCP does not
mention post-closure monitoring, nor does it include a contingericy plan if post-closure
monitoring detects exceedences. The CCP should be revised to address both post-closure
monitoring and contingencies. This is particularly important if the CCP allows more
public access, e.g. Alternative B or D,

(%]

Service. The City should address this concern to the RFCA parties
and identify the “ post-closure monitoring in the buffer zone” that the
City believesis“critical.”
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# Letter #9 continued Response
9-10. The Refuge Act requires that the DOE retain jurisdiction and
responsibility over all engineering structures or facilities and
9-10 In the end-state agreement signed by 5 members of the 7-member RFCLOG, the decision institutional (?OﬂtrO'S relatedto dl eanup. These areasareincluded in
was made to focus the clean up more on surface remediation than on the subsurface. the DOE retained area. In the DEI S! the Service recommended that
Specific areas in the subsurface of the DOE-retained lands are contaminated and will be the demarcation of the DOE retained area be “seamless’ with few
left as such; institutional controls including caps and other monitoring systems will be-put ; ; ; ;
in place. It is critical that the public be kept away from these institutional controls. One obvious visual dlfferences between the Refuge and the DOE retained
concern we have is that black-tailed prairie dogs are present on the site. We know area. The FEISwasrevised to elaborate that the Service believes that
c]cunu}"} of the site is to about 1 feet (6-9 inchcs.is n_)osl common), hul_hlu;k—lai]cd prairie a barbed-wire agricultural fence and/or permanmt obdisks would
dogs dig as deep as 15 feet. There must be monitoring for any contamination that may be . . .
brought later by the prairie dogs or other species involved in bioturbation which brings demarcate the interior property boundary, keep any livestock OUt_ of
subsurface material to the surface. . the DOE lands, and clarlfy that the DOE lands are closed to pUb'IC
O0-11 Prior to allowing access to the site, DOE and USFWS must clearly state how access to m Such afence would not ajversely aﬁeCt the mwanmt of
the DOE-retained lands will be restricted. The purpose is to ensure that no one plays in wildlife across the site, and would not be visually obtrusive. The
the x_cLllEng punlds. walks on the caps, damages the gr?-uudwmclr and xurl"ac;: water Service has pFOVi ded these recommendations to the RFCA parti es.
monitoring stations, etc. These important controls will be retained by DOE and we want
to ensure that visitors to the refuge stay clear of these systems. The Service has also recommended to the RFCA parti&s that DOE
9-12 In addition, we support the need for a fence that will distinguish between DOE-retained retained lands be pOﬁed with s gns that prOhi bit pUbI ic entfy, andthe
lands bind the W]i)l;_i]ifc chfL_lgc. We believe thc;c must be atclcar Scp:[!r"ltinF hctwc:n the : Serviceisnot opposed to more robust barriers around specific remedy
two, because public safety is more important than a “seamless” site (as réferenced onp. R i T :
aof the CCP). We expect there will also be some perimeter fencing as well — not a wall monitori ng_Stes and facilities that may be deemed appropri ae by the
around the site, but some type of fencing to separate the Refuge lands from adjacent RFCA Parties.
properties, similar to how we treat our open space holdings. New development ' ) o
anticipated to the south and east of the site will bring additional near-by users of the R@ardlng prairie dOgS, the EPA and CDPHE have verified that
Reflusc from Ircsiflcmiul Ianfa_q um! witl' place more ?Tcssune 01’1 rec.LTeu.I‘ional uses: It is subsurface contamination is not anissuein the area that will become
critical to maintain public safety and keep the public out of harm’s way. . . . .
. the Refuge. The Service agrees with the City that continuous long-
9-13 As va‘ﬂqs')" ?Latcd by the City, wc]su;;purl th_c ;\;’ild.!ifc]Rc‘];ugc \risil;ln a:fl:.icsirah!c [;1:1(:-l term monitoring and management of DOE retained lands to limit and
compatiblé with our community goals. As a neighboring landowner, the City supports the . . k . . .
draft goals, which include conserving and enhancing native ecosystems, plant qui Ckly detect anypi Qneerl ng of prarn e dOgS Into ar%s where
communities and wildlife species. The proximity of the Refuge lands to other open space contaminants are left in the subsurface isan Important Issue that must
lands provides an extraordinary conservation opportunity. The Refuge lands will make be addressed in DOE’s Iong-term stewardshi p p|ann|ng Prairie dOgS
important contributions in regional efforts to protect the values of native grasslands, . . T .
shrublands and foothill riparian areas. can dISpHSG from anatal col ony for distances over 10 mlles, Ina
9-14 single movement and, therefore, could invade DOE retained lands

The City maintains that the focus of management planning should be:

1) The unique conservation opportunity of preserving a large and rare habitat unmatched
anywhere along the Front Range of Colorado; and

2) The restoration of native plant and animal communities.

Management actions for USFWS-controlled lands should focus on the following:
* Work to restore lands that have been degraded — including vegetation and
wildlife.
* Proceed with caution due to the potential of elevated soil contamination
levels.

from off-site as easily as from within the Refuge. The Service looks
forward to working with adjacent landowners, including the City, in
the long-term management of prairie dogs in this landscape.

9-11. Seeresponse to comment 9-10.

9-12. Seeresponse to comment 9-10. Inregard to external fencing,
the CCP/EI'S recommends ongoing maintenance of the existing
barbed-wire boundary fence, with appropriate boundary signage
identifying the Refuge boundary.

9-13. Thank you for your comment.
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9-15

9-16

9-17

9-18

9-19

+ Keep further fragmentation of Refuge lands to a minimum.

¢ Plan conservation areas and visitor facilities with regional focus that considers
connections with surrounding trail systems, protected areas and the location of
existing or proposed development.

We continue to offer our support and partnership in coordinating refuge planning and
management with our City of Boulder Open Space and Mountain Parks north and west of
the site. Under any alternative, we expect to coordinate conservation practices and
management of visitor use on Open Space and Mountain Parks lands with the Refuge.
We have directed staff to provide technical comments on the CCP/EIS under separate
cover. Please contact Mark Gershman, Environmental Planner, at (303) 441-2046 or
gershmanm @ci.boulder.co.us to follow up on this issue. )

We are also working with our colleagues on the RFCLOG to determine if all 7 affected
local governments can support a common alternative for the management of the refuge.
While we may have different opinions on the details of the refuge, we all are clearly in
agreement on the following principles:

1. The site should be preserved as a wildlife refuge.

2. Access to the lands remaining under DOE control should be restricted, due to the
institutional controls that will be put in place.

3. Additional analysis needs to be completed prior to the closure of Rocky Flats and
transfer of jurisdiction of lands to USFWS.

4. There must be a thorough cleanup to acceptable levels (as defined and certified by the
regulators of the Site — Environmental Protection Agency and Colorado Department of
Public Health and Environment) before the Site is transferred to ensure protection of
human health and the environment.

We would like to know the status of DOE-USFWS discussions on an MOU regarding the
site. Again, we are concerned that the liability should remain with the federal government
and more specifically with DOE as they have the funding and expertise to address any
problems. USFWS should not have to carry that burden, and likely cannot considering
their limited budget. We want assurances that if additional federal funds and attention are
needed at this site, they will be available. We question what types of contingency plans
are in place in case USFWS has insufficient or no funding — the plan must explain how
the refuge will be operated under such circumstances. (See p. 58 of the CCP which
details refuge operations “based on available funds™.)

We complement the USFWS on the language (p. 119) regarding mineral rights, as well as
the recognition that properties between the west edge of Rocky Flats and Highway 93
need to be acquired/protected.

On p. 67, the CCP mentions the Northwest Corridor Transportation Study. Boulder
firmly supported the language in the Udall/Allard bill that prohibits construction of any
roads through the site. We believe it is inappropriate to bisect the site for a roadway
purpose, especially as we do not see a need for a major roadway in or around the Rocky
Flats site as much of the land is open space and protected from future development. We

of and benefits from the establishment and management of the

B, would best achieve these goals.

the six planning goals of the Refuge.

9-16. Seeresponse to comments 9-2 and 9-10.
9-17. Seeresponses to comments 9-8 and 9-10.
9-18. Thank you for your comment.

construction of any roads through the site, and there has been no
proposal to bisect the Refuge with aroad.
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Refuge. The Service believes that the Proposed Action, Alternative

9-15. Thank you for your comment. Working with othersis one of

9-19. The Service acknowledges that the Refuge Act prohibits the
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9-20

also believe it is consistent with our “go-slow” approach to be careful when considering-
any use of the site. There is a separate EIS underway for the Northwest Corridor
(Jefferson, Broomfield and Boulder counties), and the current recommendation by the
consultant for that study is to eliminate any option that would cut through Rocky Flats.
We support that recommendation. '

As some of these comments are beyond the scope of the CCP/EIS, we have copied the

Department of Energy, Colorado Department of Public Health and the Environment, and -

the United States Environmental Protection Agency.

Please contact Amy Mueller, Policy Advisor, at (303) 441-3005 or
muellera@ci.boulder.co.us if you have any questions.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. -

Sincerely, : K
,-.__//_L‘ /1' T % / ,

|
William R. Toor Shaun McGrath
Mayor Council Member and RFCLOG Director

Cc:  Boulder City Council
Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments
Frazer Lockhart, DOE
Doug Benevento, CDPHE
Max Dodson, EPA
Senator Wayne Allard
Senator Ben Nighthorse Campbell
Representative Mark Udall
Representative Bob Beauprez

9-20. Thank you for your comment.
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# Letter #10 Response
10-1. Thank you for your comments.
City of Boulder . . .
- 10-2. Thank you for your comment. Working with othersis one of
// /‘;“ z@“ Open Space and Mountain Parks Department the six ol Y oal Y f the Ref 9
o ‘//,-\' 66 S. Cherryvale Road, Boulder, CO 80303 €SX planning goals of the Refuge.
303-441-3440 . .
% http: / /www.ci.boulder.co.us/ openspace _ 10-3. Thgnk you for_ your (_:om_me_nt._ T_he Ser_vl ce bdli eves that
RE April 23, 2004 partnerships with neighboring jurisdictions will be an important
R i e Sanaon CE"/ED component of Refuge management.
Planning T Lead . .
US Fish and Wildhfe Service APR 2 ; % 10-4. The Service acknowledges the landscape and ecological
Rocky Mountain f“\rs::nn[ NWR Building 121 U-&m& g context of the Refuge.
Commerce City, Colorado 80002 MCHWNE"M%
. SOUL i 10-5. The Service acknowledges that compl ete restoration to pre-
Dear Laurie: .
p R R ] settlement conditionsis probably not achievable or even socially
Thank you for the opportunity to comment upon the Draft Comprehensive Conservation Flan and Environmenta . . . Ly
10-1 Impact Statement (CCP/ELS) for the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge (the Refuge). Iam providing these acceptabl € (e.g., natural wildfi res, gr ZZIy b%rs) The $VI CeSs goal S
technical comments to supplement the official position of the City of Boulder, Colorado which was sent under in thisareawould be to restore, to the extent possi ble, native Species
d April 20, 2004 from Mayor Will Toor and Councilmember Shaun McGrath. . . R
separate cover in a letter dated April 20 rom Mayor Will Toor and Councilmember Shaun McGra and ecol ogi cal pr that existed at the time of settlement and
)és irdima‘;e; in the tumm[»n;s Eram i:ia)'or Tuorr an: hrlrid!;-;l;Gr?th. the (I:ityl;sutpOFrlts Al:ermlllilvelf,'.c remove as many of the Chang% introduced by Euro-Americans as
cological Restoration, as the best alternative for the wildlife refuge at the Rocky Flats site. It is the City’s : cle 0 ..
position that the unique conditions at the proposed refuge warrant a conservative, “go-slow” approach. poss ble. Inthe pre'SGt“ ement era, Itis li kdy that prarie d%
opulations on this site fluctuated over the centuriesand it islikel
The City supports the vision of a wildlife refuge at Rocky Flats as desirable and compatible with community ph P h | ati il . il inthef Th y
10-2 goals. As neighboring landowners, the City supports the conservation of natural systems through a range of that those popu ationswill continue to fluctuate in the future. €
Enanag:mcm aC{:l;;‘lS lhal_t’o;.:uskonl Te;mmlin.r:jand lhrc:: abat:]:;—ncnl. The proximity of the prcph(;sed Rﬁ!ﬂ;gc tob Sarvice bdievesits goa| sfor pra| rie dog pOPU| ations are achievabl <)
Ipen Space and Mountain Parks lands provides us with excellent conservation opportunities that could have been . . L
lost if the Rocky Flats were developed for other uses. We look forward to working with the Fish and Wildlife social Iy aCCGptau e, and with the range of habitation that may have
Service (the Service) in collaborative efforts to protect the values of native species, communities and ecological occurred in the pre.gﬂ ement era— without unnecessari |y threateni ng
systems in and around the proposed Refuge. . .
the integrity of the DOE remedy.
10-3 At the request of the Boulder City Council, Open Space and Mountain Parks staff has reviewed the draft CCP/EIS

and prepared the following comments. These comments are intended to provide feedback as requested by the
Service on the merits of the alternatives discussed. Every effort has been made to provide substantive comments
using the criteria provided by the Service. Each comment is preceded by a reference number in parenthesis which
gives the page number in the draft CCP/EIS document. Each comment is followed by a number intended to
identify which of the criteria the comment is intended to meet. The numbers refer to the Service’s criteria as
follows:

1. Question, with reasonable basis, [the] accuracy of information in the document, or

2. Question, with reasonable basis [the] adequacy of the environmental analysis, or

3. Present reasonable alternatives other than those presented in the EIS

4. Cause changes revisions to the CCP or

5. Provide additional information relevant to the analysis.

The Open Space and Mountain Parks Department would like to complement the Service and their planning team
for the imely and thorough work presented in the draft CCP/EIS. The planning framework is clearly presented,
and the analyses are thorough. A large amount of information has been obtained and processed in a remarkably
brief time to produce a strong draft plan. The Open Space and Mountain Parks Department shares an interest and
commitment to the range of natural resource management issues included in the plan, including the control of
invasive exotic plant species, and the conservation of special habitats such as tallgrass prairie and riparian areas.

10-6. Thank you for your comment. Working with othersis one of
the six planning goal's of the Refuge, and compatible scientific
research isarefuge purpose.

10-7. The Service agrees that the use of fencing to prevent
overgrazing by wild ungulates in Preble' s habitat/riparian areas is not
afeasible or reasonable practice. The FEIS has been changed to
reflect that. The Service anticipates that ungul ate management
through hunting, culling, or hazing would be sufficient to prevent
degradation of riparian habitats by wild ungulates. Temporary
fencing may be used to control movement of livestock used in
grazing prescriptions and the Service would retain an option to use
fencing to exclude wild ungulates from smaller and specific rare or
unique plant communities, such asthetall upland shrubland
community.
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# Letter #10 continued Response
10-8. The discussion about the effects of fragmentation isintended to
be a general description of the types of effects that have the potential
We are especially appreciative of the Services development of Goal 5—fostering partnerships with government to occur on the Refuge- The Service is not aware of any studies that
agencies to promote resource conservation, compatible wi]EiIifc-rcInch research, public use, and infrastructure— document the Spec|f| c effects of habitat fr@mmtaﬂ on on natural
and look forward to continuing our collaboration with the Service in these areas. .
resources at Rocky Flats. No such studies were conducted as part of
The comments wh_ich follow have ‘t_:ecn gathered from land marmgers_who have many years npcr’tcncc_manztging the CCP/EIS devd Opment and analyg S.
for visitor use, agricultural production and natural resource conservation in an area similar to the site of the
proposed Refuge. We intend these comments as contributions to enhance the value of the plan in meeting the “ H
goals of the Service and the Rocky Flats Refuge Act, 10-9 As S'Iggeg:a:i by the (_:omment, theterm relatlvely
10-4 undisturbed” isintended to imply that the land has been isolated from
- (5.3.) These wildlife communities are supported by the regional network of protected open space that surrounds i H
Rocky Flats on three sides and buffers wildlife habitat from the surrounding urban development. (5) human a_CtIVI ty’ and has not been tOta”y undisturbed. The
suppression of natural grassland firesis an example of how human
10-5 (S.4.) In the summary chapter, the goal of restoration is stated as striving to replicate pre-settlement condition. If H H has altered th logical o at Rocky Flat
this is the case, how was prairie dog management integrated? Is occupation of 20% of suitable habitat considered Intervention has er € €CO Ogl W ems oC y S.
a presettlement condition? The Open Space and Mountain Parks land managers have found it difficult to manage . . .
for a specific or narrow range of prairic dog occupancy. (1) 10-10. The FEIS was revised as to not mischaracterize the efforts of
10-6 (S.5) The City of Boulder Open Space and Mountain Parks department has a natural resource research program. other Jurlgjl ctions.
- We look forward t rtunities to collaborate with the Servi i tant h stions associated with ., . . ——
ne urban.-’witdjandui:tl::?—?actr_“ ies to collaborate with the Service on important research questions associated wil 10-11. The Service's goal in any cattle grazing prescri pthﬂ would
_ _ , _ _ _ attempt to emul ate the pre-settlement bison grazing regime, using an
10-7 Given the restoration goal, how does the Service see it appropniate to construct fencing to exclude ungulates from . . . . .
Preble’s meadow jumping mouse habitat? Did these species not co-exist in pre-settlement times? Will hunting or Intensive gﬂlort'ta‘m rotation — ﬂ am graZ| ng- The %V| ce
culling not be sqfﬁcicni to adjust herd swxl:'.’_ Other management strategies have been used elsewhere to C.lirEC_[ elk acknowl ajgm that there will be costs for tafnporary dectric fenci ng
away from sensitive habitats such as providing hay or other food sources away from areas where protection is to |mp| ement such a graz| ng program and that there may be diffi culty
sought. (1) y
o ) ) R , , in finding cooperative ranchersto participate in such aprogram. In
T'he CCP/EIS proposes under some alternatives to erect fencing to protect riparian habitat of Preble’s from native . .
ungulate grazing. Wouldn't such fencing be a significant barrier to movement for many other species in addition that case, It may be necessary to use other means (S.ICh as prescri bed
to deer a.nd_ elk? How does the severity of_cffect of fragmentation by fencing compare with the effect of fire or mowi ng) to restore amore natural disturbance rw' me. The
fragmentation by abandoned roads and trails? . . . . .
Service does not believe that longer, market-driven rotationswill
(37) A general restoration goal of pre-settlement condition suggests that roads, trails etc. should be minimized. ; H H
10-8 The discussion of fragmentation under objective 1.4 deseribes how roads, trails and other disturbances create prOduce the des ra_j ecol Ogl cal benefitsto Refug_e grm andS. )
possibly hostile environments. Is this meant as a general description of one of the elements of fragmentation or do HOWeVa', the Service looks forward to eXChang| ng information with
the Refuge managers believe that roads, trails or other disturbances function in this way at the Refuge? How? H H : :
What sorts of “other disturbances?” If roads etc. are creating corridors for predators, are they not doing so for adJ acent land man@ers to %e if Otha graZ| ng r@l mes may be
other species? It that significant? (1,2) suitable for refuge application.
10-9 (8.3) The summary of the draft CCP/EIS resources section states that many areas of the site have remain 10-12. Depmd| ng on how itis app' ied, graZI ng would be used as a
undisturbed for the last 30 to 50 years, allowing them to retain diverse habitat and associated wildlife. This gives N .
the impression that disturbance does not perpetuate diversity and wildlife. Natural disturbances such as fire, weed management toal, an eCO'Oglcal restoration tool, or both. The
grazing, floods are critical in supporting diverse and healthy ecological systems. Does the Service mean is i e in r ription li for hievin
“isolated from intense human activity, and land uses™ rather than “undisturbed”. (1) Service an.tl c pates that graz g p eSC p ons app Gj or achievl g
the ecological integrity of habitats will generally involve cattle, to
10-10 (20) The CCP gives the impression that that “efforts to connect visitors to their natural resource heritage would emulate bison graZ| ng and that most weed control prescri ptiOﬂS
distinguish the visitor experience from visits to nearby county and city open space properties”. This is not the . 2 R . .
case. Building connections between visitors and natural resources is a major focus of the City of Boulder Open would involve other livestock species such as goatS Grazi ngis
Space and Moun_tain Parks’ and B_.uu_[dcr County Parks and Qpcn Spnce'_s cducatio_n and outreach programming. mentioned under several different Obj ectives ( 1.2 — Xeric Tall grass
Recent community surveys have indicated that the community values this connection as one of the key purposes . ..
of Open Space. We look forward to working with the Service to build these connections in a collaborative I\/IanagerT‘ent, 1.3 —Mixed Grasdand Prairie ManageI’T‘ent, and 1.4 —
it L Weed Management) as atool that would be available to achieve that
objective. IntheDEIS, Table 4 incorrectly identified prescribed fire
2 Open Space.. Preserving a Wild Idea/ and grazing as a management tool unqler Mixed Grassand Prairie
Management. The FEIS has been revised.
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10-13. The Service agrees that some experimentation with avariety
of grazing techniques would provide useful, adaptive management
(37) Why limit grazing to “flash grazing” in alternatives B and C? By including such language, the Service seems gUIdanC.e' Such experi mentation would be considered in agep-dOWn
10-11 to un-necessarily limit the management practices that may best achieve its goals. Are there no other grazing V@aaﬂ on M maganmt Pan.
regimes which the Service could ever anticipate being beneficial? There are also feasibility and cost concerns. . . .
Some ranchers may not be able to respond to the Services needs for flash grazing. We have found that although 10-14. The FEIS wasrevised to incor porate the suggestion.
some local ranchers are willing to address the non-traditional grazing requests associated with species and habitat
conservation, most are not interested in grazing opportunities for less than three weeks, It may_bl: possible, but it 10-15. The Service antici pates that the extent of noxious weed
could be costly to find people who would be available for contract grazing. However, negotiating a grazing . . K . .
regime that is sustainable for an agricultural operator and the Service may be preferable because it would be infestations and the reduction of those infestations would be
revenue nF:uirdI. or even generate revenue from lease receipts. Furlhcn'nfarc, the I.an.'k. of pasture fencing at the measured by thair areal extent, and therdative dens ty/%/a]ty of the
Refuge will require temporary fencing, increasing the costs and/or reducing the likelihood of effective . . . . . . .
containment. It is likely that the Service would need to have some flexibility to negotiate a mutually beneficial infestations. The ObJ ective text was revised to_ incl Ude this
lease. (1,2.5) information. Specific measures would be outlined in a step-down
(39) It 15 unclear why the Service would seek to distinguish the role of grazing as an ecological restoration tool I ntegrated Pest M anagement Plan.
10-12 (rather than a weed management tool) in alternatives with grazing. By suggesting the full range of IPM tools is . .
available in altenatives B and C, but grazing is not to be considered a weed management tool, the Service sets up 10-16. The Service agrees with your assessment that therole of the
contradictory or at least confusing guidance. (1,2,5) prairie dOg asa“ keyStone SpeCI e is aﬂ.]bject of scientific debate,
The draft CCP/EIS suggests that research will be needed to inform resource management on the Refuge. while their contribution to grassl and ecosystems iswhatis important.
10-13 _F..‘cpcnmentmg with a variety of gnizing treatments could provide information that would help the Service achieve Thetext of Objectlve 1.7 was revised accordi ng|y
its vegetation management goals. (5)
(38) The following sentence in objective 1.5 (Weed Management), is difficult to understand. “Infested native 10-17. The FEIS has been revised to cl a”fy the relationshi p between
10-14 plant communities are reduced in capacity to support wildlife populations and a diversity of organism”. Weedy pra] rie dog colonies and noxious weed infestations.
areas can be more floristically diverse than undisturbed native habitats. It appears what is needed here is a
staternent that indicates that weeds alter the composition and structure of ecological systems, reducing the degree " : H FFfi
to which these systems support native plant and animal populations. (1,5) 10 :::'8| The SG'C}/I ce agr(ﬁ];?at Itgcan b:tdlf;l Ct;Jal: FO manage and
control prairie aogs, an existing natur: riersare more
10-15 3 i ; - o X . ) )
(39) As a neighbor, the Open Space and Mountain Parks Department appreciates and shares the Service's concern
about the spread of weeds. The Service describes Alternative C and B as reducing the spread of other noxious effgctlve. However, the Service do% believe that it WOUId. be much
weed species. How would this be measured? (2) easier to manage 750 acres of colonies than 2,400 acres, given
(41) Objective 1.7 describes that prairie dogs as a keystone species because they “provide food and shelter for : H i o i
10-16 many other grassland species™. Is it important to establish whether prairie dogs are a keystone species (a much proj ected fgture fundl_ng constrants. The limits on pOp_UI ation . .
debated topic in ecology)? Would it not be sufficient to indicate that “by virtue of their digging, clipping and expansion in Alternatives B and C are intended to provi dea qui deline
::en‘ijd.zﬁrgjl:; :&%rsi:ig:::f:n(ﬂ]y;ud|f)- the environment and create habitats for species not found in grasslands that would allow sustainable populatl on expanS| on while establishi ng
o athreshold at which the Service would intervene and control
Not only do prairie dogs create habitat for other native species, their ground clearing and burrowing creates ideal H imit e i
10-17 seed beds for the germination of exotic invasive plant species. If the CCP/EIS notes this important relationship, it _pOPUI ations. A mndary purpose of I imiti ng praine dOg expansion
is not clearly identified as an important (albeit complicating) consideration for meeting the integrated weed isto ensure that thw would not colonize the DOE retained area,
management goals of the CCP. (2.5) riparian habitat, or xeric tallgrass habitat.
10-18 Alternative B (and C?) implies that smaller prairic dog colonies mean fewer management issues or expenses. With regard to plague control, the Service agrees that pral rie dOg to

The City of Boulder Open Space and Mountain Parks Department’s experience is that management costs are not
proportional to colony size. The easiest colonies to manage are those with effective barriers to dispersal (e.g.
abrupt vegetation changes, roadways, wooded areas) and better isolation from neighboring conflicting land uses.
Managing small colonies without good barriers or where the colony’s dispersal conflicts with adjacent land use is
costly and typically ineffective. (1,5)

It is unclear why visitors need to be protecied from prairie dogs If it is because of concemns over plague, this
concern should be stated explicitly (Prairie dog to human plague transmission is very rare). (2)

3 Open Space...Preserving a Wild Ideal

human plague transmission isvery rare. However, the Service does
believe that plague control isa prudent preventative safety measure.
The Service currently controls for plague at the Rocky Mountain
Arsenal NWR in areas where visitors are present.
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10-19. Asdescribed in Objective 5.2 — Conservation, the Service
will work with local governments to coordinate resource management
10-19 MNo mention was found in the document of how the Service will work with the Jefferson County Health issues. Thiswould include issues related to plague'
Department | slated issues. . . L.
I 10-20. The 1989 Habitat Suitability Index model was used to
(113) City of Boulder Open Space and Mountain Parks department’s local experience indicates that prairie dogs estimate the location and extent of pote’]t|a| pra| rie dog habitat on the
10-20 are in no way restricted to habit that fit the 1989 Habitat Suitability Index (HIS) model. With the exception of . . L ..
soil conditions (depth and composition), we have found low fidelity of actually prairie dog distribution with the Refuge, asshown in F gure 17. The Serviceis aware that prarie
predictions of the habitat suitability model. It is unclear how the HSI (Clippinger 1989) was used in drafting the dogs often colonize areasthat are outside of predicted habitat areas.
analysis or strategies associated with prairie dog management/conservation. (1,5) Indeed, thereis historical documentation of potenti a prai rie dOg
10-21 (98) While it may be true to changes to hydrology are beyond the scope of the CCP/EIS, these changes may have colonies within the xeric tall grass Community where both the soils
- persistent and cascading effects upon the ecological systems on the site, especially upon riparian areas and habitat H ithi
for the federally listed Preble’s meadow jumping mouse. Given the potential significant impact upon some key and the V@datl on structure do not fall within the parameters of the
conservation issues, how can the Service conclude that they are beyond the scope of the plan? (2) modd!. Howe\ler, the Service bdievesthat it isli kely that the
(136) Similarly, the environmental effects of mining upon groundwater, riparian vegetation and subsequently historical prarie dOg colonization of the tall grass community was
Preble’s meadow jumping mouse are not fully analyzed. (2) related to market-driven grazing practices by former landowners. For
10-22 (99) After describing how wind-blown sand from adjacent mining areas disturbed xeric tallgrass stands, the CCP these reasons, the HIS model was used for general gui dance and the
does not identify any strategies to abate the threat of future wind deposition onto the refuge. Why isn’t a strategy pra] rie dOg management Obj ectives were des gned to allow for
proRned i th ywlpuistion usnagooniat ceatian? (5) intervention to prevent the colonization of “non-habitat” areas such as
10-23 (138-9) The use of “average patch size” is an interesting approach to quantifying levels of fragmentation. the xeric tall grass pral rie.
However, would it not be more informative to compare the distribution of patches of varying size, rather than
their average size? Distribution is more informative because it reflects on the ground conditions, where as - i i I
average values don’t provide much information about the landscape context. Without information on number of 10 21 The Sarvice agrees that_ p.OtentI d hydrOI ogr cal chang&s related
patches, it is not even possible to gain a sense of the variance or range in patch size. Is this concept introduced as to site closure and pefmltted mini ng may have substantial effects on
an illustrative part of the plan or a way of measuring or communicating success? Consider alternative Refuge resources. From a NEPA Standpoi nt. these Changes will
presentations that may better describe the situation(e.g. include a map color coded by fragment size or a ', .
table/chart of fragment size distribution). Does the Service attach significance to the degree that trails, two tracks, occur before the CCP/EIS takes effect, essential |y alteri ng the
10-24 O YeRdiy Oclchom ox i) e Eomenta? (1) “baseline” conditions. These changes are discussed under Future
(140) It is appropriate for the Service to conclude that there is only “remote potential” for biological controls to Basdline Conditionsin Section 3.3, Water Resources. DOE is
;ffccl non-target plant specics_, For egamplf:‘, one of the Ibiocun?ml agents idcnti fied in_lhe CCPIE!S, r:hc I_ield consulti ng with the Service to minimizei mpacts on the Preble’ s from
indweed mite, has the potential for significant adverse impacts upon a native hedge bindweed (Calystegia .
sepium) which is a locally uncommon rare plant sp This native sp has been collected on the site of the these hydrol ogic changes
10-25 proposed refuge. This species has been recently documented ( 24 June 1999) at Rocky Flats. It is also known
from the following Front Range counties: Boulder, Denver, Weld and Larimer. (1,2,5) Itis notaNorthy that the best Preble' s habitat at Rocky Flats appears
10-26 (7) The City of Boulder Open Space and Mountain Parks Department supports the conservation of lands adjacent to beinthe ROCk Creek dral nage Whee thereisno |mp0rted WaIG'
to the site’s western boundary. The hydrol ogic changes will surely impact other plant and animal
10-27 (35) Strategy 1.2.6 identifies regional efforts to implement tallgrass prairie conservation. The City of Boulder resources at the site. UnfOftunately, the Serviceis requi red by the

Open Space and Mountain Parks has worked with the Colorado Natural Areas program to designate a state
Natural Area for the conservation of tallgrass prairie. The Department looks forward to opportunities to work
with the Service in conserving tall grass prairie; and suggests that Refuge contact the Colorado Natural
Areas Program to discuss the appropriateness of state Natural Area designation for the site.(5)

(41) The City of Boulder Open Space and Mountain Parks department has some experience in prairie dog
mapping, which would be happy to share with the Refuge managers. (5)

4 Open Space.. Freserving a Wiild Idea/

Refuge Act to complete the CCP before the RFCA parties approve
final plansfor re-configuring the site€’ sindustrial watershedsand it is
not possible to determine what resources may be impacted, and how,
by those hydrol ogic changes.

10-22. The FEIS has been revised to note that the Service would
work with the mining operators and appropriate regulatory agencies
to minimize and mitigate the effects of windblown soil deposition on
the Refuge.
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10-23. The presentation of “average patch size” isintended to be a
5 TR TTIRTY po—_— o general indicator of habitat fragmentation to compare the alternatives.
(42) Reintr: stion efforts for plains sharp-tailed grouse and fish. The cooperative grouse reintroduction project . .
10-28 (& Rkt e e oy ilod grematamd bl T el For_ th_e purposes of t_he patch size analysis, al roads, rega_rdl&ss of
i Bl e % - - " —— their size, were considered equally. Although other, possibly more
(55) City of Boulder Open Space an ountain Parks rangers are certified peace officers and wildland firefighters . . o . .
10-29 capable of providing emergency response. The COB Open Space and Mountain Parks Department looks forward Compl ex indicators are poss bl €, thw were not considered duri ng the
to discussing appropriate coordination of services. (5) ana|yg S process.
1
(56) Objective 5.2 (Conservation) ‘For many years, representatives of Boulder and Jefferson County resource 10-24 Objectlve 1.5 — Weed Management has been revised to
10-30 management agencies met periodically at a “Resource Manager's Roundtable”. These meetings lapsed in the ’ i X X .
1990's. The Service's commitment (under Alternative B, C and D) to meet annually with local agencies, could el aborate that the use of biol ogl cal control agentswi Il be careful |y
provide impetus to re-establish these meetings and leverage communication among many agencies rather than just pl anned to reduce potmtl a ImpaCtS on native $&| es.
hetween each agency and the Service. (5)
The Service has proposed ways of measuring success and informing an adaptive management approach for most 10-25. The Servi Ce_ apprec ates regi onal COI I _aboratl On In p_rOteCtI ng
10-31 of the recommended strategies. However, the there is almost no monitoring deseribed for the objectives and the ecol ogl cal function of the Refuge and itsinteraction with
strategies associated with Goal #5. We are very interested in working with the Service to develop strong, : : . . . .
indicators of agency coordination and cooperation, (2,4,5) nei gh_borl ng open space areas. Working with othersisone of the six
planning goals of the Refuge.
10-32 Please feel free to contact me if you have questions about these comments. Good luck with the next phase of the
planning process. The City of Boulder Open Space and Mountain Parks Department looks forward to continued 10-26. The Service looks forward to opportuniti esto work with the
collaboration with the Service. . L .. .
City of Boulder and other jurisdictions/agenciesin the regional
_ conservation of tallgrass prairie.
Sincerely,
/ZW‘L < %"‘ 10-27. Thank you for the offer of the City’ s assistance. Working
Mark Gershman, Environmental Planner . . . .
with othersis one of the six planning goals of the Refuge.
720-564-2046 . .
gershmanm(@ei.boulder.co.us 10-28. Section 3.5 of the FEIS wasrevised.
cet , . 10-29. The Serviceis dedicated to working with other jurisdictionsto
Will Toor, Mayor, City of Boulder .
Shaun McGrath, Council Member, City of Boulder coordinate managanmt and anagmcy r@on% effOI‘tS, and looks
Mike Patton, Director City of Boulder Open Space and Mountain Parks i i 1
Amy Mueller, Policy Advisor, City of Boulder, City Manager's Office forward to worki ng with the Ci ty'
E{E::fn:il;‘}f;,i;wb]un Manager Planning and Technical Services, City of Boulder Open Space and 10-30. The Sarvi ce would SJppOft the establ |shment of peri odic
“roundtable’” meetings to better coordinate regional resource
management efforts.
10-31. The Service acknowledges that many of the measures for
Goal 5-Working With Others are qualitative and subjective.
However, the objectives illudtrate the Service' s desire to work with
i iti i u i
the City and other entities on regional resource management issues.
10-32. Thank you for your comments.
2 Open Space.. Preserving a Wikd Idea!
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CITY AND COUNTY OF BROOMFIELD

Ong DesCo . d. C0 80020 = Phone: (303) 469-3301
.e"mnh‘pl
May 14, 2004
Ms. Laurie Shannon
Planning Team Leader
U5, Fish and Wildlife Service
Rocky Mountain Arsenal - Building 121
Commeree City, CO 80022
Re: Dralt Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 11-1. Thank you for your comments.
for the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge (RFNWR)
o St B 11-2. The MOU between the Service and DOE will be signed prior
11-1 to Refuge establishment. The physical boundaries and how the lands
The City and County of Broomfield is providing this revision to our previous comment letter retained by DOE will be demarcated will be defined by the RFCA
dated April 23, 2004 on the Drafl Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) and Environmental . . . PR
Impact Statement (EIS) for the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge (RFNWR). dated February parties and will not be identified in the MOU.
2004. Our Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments representatives have requested revisions
to our previous letter. Broomfield continues to support “Alternative B — Wildlife, Habitat & 11-3. See response to comment 11-2.
Public Use,” and we wish to revise certain aspects regarding that support. The proposed
alternative emphasizes the conservation of wildlife and their habitats while allowing a moderate 11-4. See response to comment 11-2.

level of public use.

11-5. Seeresponse to comment 11-2.

The City and County of Broomfield appreciates the efforts the Service has made to work with us

to ensure the proposed alternative is compatible with Broomfield’s vision and goals for public ) -
use of our open space and protection of wildlife and habitat. Broomfield supports the drafi 11-6. Current Preble’s pOpUI aions at ROCky Fi atS have been
proposed action “Alternative B - Wildlife, Habitat & Public Use. " documented by the DOE and areincluded in the Preble's

T ter. we tse the nhrase “DOT retaine P ; — Meadow Jumping Mouse Protection Area shown on Figure 16
Throughout our letter, we use the phrase “DOE retained lands™ referring only to those lands that X . . . 4

will remain under the jurisdiction of the DOE which are generally in and around the current —Wildlife Resources. Ri parian and wetland V%aanon 1S
Industrial Area. While our comments primarily address the wildlife area of the refuge. it is H 1 _ :

assumed that wildlife will migrate into and out of the DOE retained arcas. Words in italics are shown in Fi gure 13 Vegaatl on.
direct quotes from the CCP/EIS.

The City and County of Broomficld has used the following general comment categories
associated with the CCP/EIS which will be presented in this letter:

Memorandum of Understanding

Wildlife and Habitat Management

Public Use, Education, and Interpretation
Refuge Operations, Safety and Partnerships

o =
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11-7. Itistheintention of the Service to manage Preble’ s populations
_ within the congtraints that will exist at Refuge establishment.
S i Reduced surface water flow is anticipated to be one of those
Page 2 of 11 constraints. The Refuge Act specifically protects existing private
- . . . _ i _ property rights on the Refuge, including water rights and related
The remainder of this document presents Broomfield's comments in each of these general topic ents. However. the Service will not precl ude future vol untary
categories. m_ |_ | ’ - WV !
acquisition of water rights on awilling-seller basis.
1. Memorandum of Understanding
11-2 1.1. Broomfield is '.l]'r|‘1ruj|1uns-i\ ¢ the Memorandum of | 'n.dur:il'.lein_u (MOU) between the 11-8. Duetothelevd of disturbanceto the S'te’ alimited budga for
I[‘)c'pzi_.nmcpy n‘flntcr:mrqll.){m :.m‘.i_lh_'.: chlmmm.nlm«hw-rg'\ (DOE) has not been Refuge management, and public concerns about to the Refuge,
inalized. The MOU was to be finalized on June 28, 2003, . - . . ac_ Cess .
11-3 1.2. The MOU should clearly identify the physical boundaries and areas of management the Service has elected to maintain the pUb'IC uselmpl ementation
) rcspnns.ihili.lic.\'. h.,\- DOI and DOE. Based on assumptions that areas with residual p|an that was proposed inthe DEIS. The Service would be obllgated
contamination will be clearly demarcated and controlled add loqical dated . eed dth
11-4 1.3. The MOU should state that the Service will only receive lands with less than 7 pCi/g, to re$_ ecologl concernsrelated to NOXious W _S andt e
11-5 1.4. Alternative B is our preferred alternative. It is imperative the Service identify a caveat in revegetatlon of unused roads on the Refuge_ By focusi ng staffi ng and
- the (‘(_'.P EIS plan that the T.-II'I.'l”/L'(; il.(.'[].\'ilii.'.‘ and HIL‘p.—Lhn\\'lj management plans budgetary resources on habitat restoration in thefirs 5 years, the
(operational documents) will be contingent on resolution of the MOU. Service would be able to reduce the severlty of noxious weed
2. Wildlife and Habitat Management — infestations, and initiate road restoration before public trail use would
2 LIS 1 T T ol . g 3 s 3 S0 § "':(l,‘ s Prel ."x e E . . .
24 Ennle LIl MuokGeta - We g0t il pripdsee SHvey ot the FIMIR I introduce a new disturbance onto the landscape. The Service has
and pre reble’s Meadow Jumping | 1f:u.\L l_PN!.l. 1). . N . ) )
11-6 2.1.1. Broomfield is concerned the current population of the PMIM is not clearly known considered expandlng the amount of trail to be opened inthefirst 5
] nu{\uﬂ: the rip:iiriun ul't:'.;F Li(_'ilTl_\' Ll_cli[Lt:.utct.l in the maps \; lllijtit;l\ci('('i‘ .['.'[S._ years, and hasrevised ObJeCt|Ve 2.13 —Recreation Facilitiesto alow
2.1.2. Weare not clear on the Service's objective to protect the PMJM and riparian T . L . . .
11-7 areas in the event surface water flow will no longer support the PMJM or its habitat greater _erX|b|_I|ty_to open additional tra_ls n the first five y%rs If
on Walnut Creek. As water right owners of surface water flowing through the site, it restoration Obj ectives are met and there |sfund|ng to open additional
1S 1'1‘J1|1urul_i ve our rtghls are .prcxcr\'cnt and not diverted for ]u'ntc.cl ion QI'lhu PMIM trails. The Servicewill not open trail connectionsto ad] acent open
and associated riparian habitat that would otherwise degrade without imported X X X .
water. space lands until those regional connectionsare in place.
2.2 11-9. Seeresponseto comment 11-7. In addition, the Refuge access
road and 1 :‘”f';‘l““ CT:.\SHI:.IE‘_H li}u- .-\lli::mmi\-?- B. We ul;]dn_'[s['.:ml ru;.ul |':~:;1ur-.|ttinn and roads were desi gnaj to prOVI de reasonabl e access to the McKay
revegetation will require Tunding, labor, and time 1o allow vegetation to mature. . . . .
2.2.1. While the phased-in approach and reasoning presented in the plan is acceptable, Ditch, the Upper Chur(?h DIt_Ch, and other prlva?:e property rlghtsat
11-8 we ask that in addition to the Lindsay Ranch trails, the other planned trails be ROCky Flats. The Service will work with the Clty and County of
. 10|1cm.‘d as soon as pu.\.\i.h]u S0 r!am the public may visil -..md enjoy these areas. Broomfidld to ensure reasonable access to ditches and associated
11-9 2.2.2. Long-term stewardship activities by DOE and potentially the regulators will
require maintained roads to access the retention ponds, monitoring stations, easements.
landfills, treatment units, and arcas of high erosion. Broomfield will also require . L. . L .
maintained roads to access and maintain their ditches. We ask that you work with us 11-10. The Service would solicit the input and participation of the
to ensure maintained roads are u\-m.l-.:h]u to access the DOE retained lands and the C|ty and County of Broomﬂdd, other jUfi&jiCtiOﬂS, sakehol ders’ and
above mentioned stewardship locations the pLIb|IC during the deve opment of an Integrated Pest Management
2.3, Weed Management - The City & County of Broomfield supports the identified tools for Plan.
weed management for Alternative B. The bullets which follow are individual issues
Broomfield wishes to address within this topic.
11-10 2.3.1. Weask to be consulted and allowed to participate in the development of an

Integrated Pest Management (IPM) plan for the RENWR.
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2.3.2. Chemical Control, herbicide application, should only be used with assurances that
surface water quality will not be negatively impacted. DOE currently maintains a
11-11 list of chemicals used to control weeds and has a process in place to provide us with
an annual updated list of potential chemicals. The service should continue to
provide us with an annual list of chemicals to be utilized for weed management and
inform us any time chemicals are used within the Walnut Creek drainage areas.
2.3.3. DOE also informs us any time aerial controls are used. We ask the Service to
assume this role. Per previous meetings with the Service, it is our understanding the
Service does not plan on using aerial chemical spraying to manage weeds.
2.3.4. Prescribed fire used as a restoration tool is a very volatile topic for surrounding

11_12 communities.

2.3.4.1.We ask that we be included with the development of the Prescribed Burn Plan,

specifically the size of the area 10 be burned at one time, air quality
monitoring, pre-burn notification and the public involvement process.
2.3.4.2.Broomfield does not support prescribed burns in the DOE retained lands.
2.3.5. Biological Control should be used very carefully to not adversely affect native,
11-13 non-target plant species.
2.3.5.1.Clarify the potential affects to current native species if the bindweed mite is
used at the Refuge.

11-14

(]

3.6, Grazing is proposed for Alternatives B and C.
2.3.6.1.We have no issue with the use of transient grazing if controls are in place to
ensure cattle, goats, or other livestock do not have access to the DOE retained
lands.
2.3.7. Weed Mapping is essential as a management tool to provide the Service
11-15 information to respond to new infestations and implement weed control strategies,
2.3.7.1.Clarify if the mapping will be provided to the public on an annual basis. This
information will also serve surrounding open space land management agencies
with their weed management strategy.
11-16 l..‘\.'.-'.l.]i.‘lhr: Service intends to have an annual public meeting. we would partner
with you and volunteer to host the meetings.

2.4, Deer and Elk Management - Deer and Elk Management per the CCP/EIS will be
maintained by the Service and the Colorado Department of Wildlite (CDOW). The plan
states the deer and elk population will meet targeted numbers for Alternatives B, C. and
D after three years.

11-17 2.4.1. Clarify how the target populations will be identified. 1f the population is not
managed, overgrazing or overbrowsing of vegetation would have potential minor
adverse ctfects.

2.4.2. With the impacts resulting in minor effects, will the target population numbers be

11-18 similar for the different alternatives? The current population :.'r[. deer ""“_t elk at the
site do not seem to have an adverse impact to the current habitat; therefore, there
may not be a need to cull the populations.

11-19 2.4.3. Wealso ask the Service to defer its final decision on hunting at the RENWR until
analytical data is received from the frozen deer tissue to evaluate the uptake of

11-11. Seeresponseto comment 11-10. The Serviceis committed to
working with the City and County of Broomfield and other
jurisdictions in addressing your concerns about weed management at
the Refuge. A step-down Integrated Pest Management Plan would
incorporate those concerns, aswell as many of the current practices
that are employed by DOE.

11-12. The Service would solicit the input and participation of the
City and County of Broomfield, other jurisdictions, stakeholders, and
the public during the devel opment of a step-down Vegetation
Management Plan and a specific Fire Management Plan. Whilethe
Service does not have management jurisdiction over the lands to be
retained by DOE, it is our understanding that because of public
concerns, prescribed fire would not be used within the retained area.
In addition, the Service does not propose using prescribed fire on the
eastern portion of the Refuge between Walnut Creek to the north and
Woman Creek to the south (Figure 10).

11-13. Biological control measures would be carefully applied to
avoid adverse effects to native species. The FEIS has been revised to
include thislanguage.

11-14. Grazing programs would be highly managed, and would
include adequate fencing to keep livestock out of the DOE retained
area or other non-target areas.

11-15. Whilethe specific protocols for weed mapping and data
sharing are not addressed in the CCP, the Service would be willing to
share the annual weed mapping data with other jurisdictionsand the
public.

11-16. The Service looks forward to partnering with the City and
County of Broomfield, aswell as other jurisdictions during all aspects
of Refuge management.

11-17. Target populations would be quantified based on habitat and
population conditions and would be based on the professional
judgment of Service and CDOW staff.

11-18. If target populations were to be determined for each
alternative, they would likely vary depending on the level of public
use in the alternatives, as well as the habitat conditions that would
vary between alternatives.
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plutonium and/or uranium in ungulates. Once a White Paper is drafied on the final
analysis and evaluation of uptake, we request a copy of the White Paper.

2.5. Prairie Dog Management - Prairic Dog Management goals in the plan are not inclusive
of the need to control prairie dogs for the entire site. The plan will trap and relocate
prairie dogs from riparian areas if they have the potential to impact the riparian areas.
Alternative B, C, and D. would relocate the dogs to protect xeric tallgrass habitat,

2.5.1. Ofkey concern to the City & County of Broomfield is the need to control the

11-20 population of prairic dogs to prevent colonizing into the DOE retained lands. Prairie
dogs are known to burrow to seven-foot depths, and we do not want subsurface
contamination brought to the surface to allow it to be dispersed into the
environment. We ask a specified distance from the DOE retained areas to the prairie
dog colonies be identified in the Prairie dog management plan to require a
corrective action to relocate the prairie dogs. The corrective action will ensure
protection of the remedy and maintain control of residual contamination.

11-21 2.5.2. Under no circumstances should prairie dogs be relocated to the RFNWR from

surrounding communities to avoid over populating the arcas that will be proposed

for them in the refuge.

. Alternative B would allow up to 750 acres to be occupied by prairie dogs, and this

11-22 could have a negative impact on ecological habitats. Such a large amount of land set

7.5.3
aside for prairie dog colonies will lead to an expansion of prairie dog colonies and
adverse impacts to grassland communities.

2.54. To assist in properly managing the prairie dog population, the number of acres

11-23 allocated for prairic dog habitat should reflect the funding level for the Refuge
management activities and the number of full-time employees assigned to the
RFNWR.

11-24 2.5.5. The CCP/EIS states human recreation is a significant component of Alternative B.

Plague control methods may be used in prairie dog management for the protection
of visitors. Clarify what 1s meant by “plague control methods regarding prairie

dogs.”

11-25 2.6. In the event pesticides have to be used to control prairie dogs, we also ask to be
informed of the chemicals utilized and provided with a list of pesticides on an annual
basis.

to surrounding communities and with our input.

2.7.1. While we also support the federal preservation of endangered and threatened

11-26 species, Broomfield is specifically concerned if introduced species to the site
migrate onto Broomfield-owned property. We do not wish to incur additional costs
to manage federally protected species on Broomfield-owned lands.

2.7.2. We understand the CDOW would be primarily responsible for the
implementation, management, and control of the consequences of introduction. We
ask to be apprised of all the species’ reintroduction and review of the management
plan for the proposed species.

2.7.3. We support the introduction of the sharp-tailed grouse on the Refuge per the plan.

11-19. Tissue samples, including edible meat tissues, of deer
harvested at Rocky Flatsin 2002 have been anayzed for
contaminants. The results of the analysis indicate that thereis no
significant uptake of contaminants by deer or other wildlife species at
Rocky Fats.

11-20. The EPA and CDPHE have verified that subsurface
contamination does not exist in the area that will become the Refuge.
The DOE will be responsible for the protection of the remedy
facilities within the portions of the DOE retained area where
subsurface contamination will remain, which includes preventing
prairie dogs or other burrowing animals from accessing subsurface
contamination. Whilethe Service isnot responsible for prairie dogs
within the DOE retained area, and while subsurface contamination
should not be an issue on the Refuge, as amanagement partner with
the DOE it is prudent for the Service to maintain a sustainable prairie
dog population and to keep those popul ations away from the retained
area.

11-21. Alternative D would alow for prairie dog rel ocation from
other jurisdictions. Alternative B, the Proposed Action, does not.

11-22. Theprariedog isan integral component of the prairie
ecosystem. While thereis about 2,400 acres of potential prairie dog
habitat, there are currently about 10 acres of prairie dog colonies at
Rocky Flats. The Service believesthat it is prudent to manage for
some prairie dog expansion, and that the 750-acre maximum
threshold for prairie dog expansion would allow for areasonable limit
on sustainable prairie dog expansion. Prairie dogs would not be
permitted to colonize riparian or wetland habitat, xeric tallgrass
habitat, or the DOE retained area.

11-23. The Service believes that the proposed funding levels would
be adeguate to manage prairie dogs and other Refuge resources.

11-24. Plague control methods include the dusting of burrows to
control fleas that spread plague. The discussion in Objective 1.7 —
Prairie Dog Management has been revised to clarify that plague
control methods will be used to protect prairie dog populations as
well as Refuge visitors.

11-25. The Service will provide thisinformation to the City and
County of Broomfield.
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11-28

11-29

11-30

11-31

11-32
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2.7.4. To succeed with the introduction of a species, we ask CDOW and the Service to
work closely with the surrounding open space land management agencies,

3. Public Use.
3.1, Publ :
grassland prairie communities will be disturbed to construct new trails.
3.1.1. If funding allows, there are no negative impacts to revegetated prainie
communities, and Service’s staff is able to enforce appropriate trails use, we ask the
Service to open additional trail segments within the 5-year timeframe. The RENWR
will provide visitors with vistas of xeric tallgrass and mesic prairies, upland shrub,
wetland habitats, native wildlife, downtown Denver skyline, and mountain
backdrops. It is our desire for the public to have the opportunity to enjoy the
valuable resources at the site and appreciate its historical value. Alternative B
provides a balance of protection for wildlife and habitat with compatible public use.

“ducation, and Interpretation
ess. The plan states between 2.4 — 3.0 acres of xeric tallgrass and mixed

1ation of Impa ld Definitions. The CCP/EIS identifies terms such as
gible, minor, me ate, ajor in Table 10.
3.2.1. Clarify the basis for the terminology to measure impacts from public use and

and

activities at the Refuge.

3.2.2. Broomfield does not agree if an air quality standard is exceeded due to actions by
the Service at the Refuge that the impact should be considered only a “moderate™
impact.

3.3. Trail Use.

3.1 Insupport of other local governments. Broomficld supports the position that
trails on the southern side of the Refuge should have loops to prevent trails which
are detrimental to the eco-system.

3.3.2, The multi-use trails should be closely monitored to identify long-term impacts to

the surrounding ecological communities, especially from equestrian and biking use.
With hikers, bikers, and horscback riders all utilizing the same multi-use trial, some
public visitors may not see these activities as compatible on the same trail. Clarify
the process to ensure hikers will have a quality recreational use of the trails while
still understanding the needs of the bikers and equestrian users.

3.4.1. Broomfield is concerned with the potential impacts from horses to introduce
imported noxious weed seeds in their manure, hooves, and coat. We are pleased to
learn equestrian use at the site is contingent upon equestrian organizations
volunteering to maintain the multi-use trail on the south side of the site.

3.4.2. We do not support equestrian use on the northern half of the Refuge due to the
sensitive habitat and wildlife located in Rock Creek and Walnut Creek drainages.

3.5. Trails Routes & Features
3.5.1. Broomfield would like to thank the Service for working with us to connect a
northern east/west trail on the RFNWR to our Open Space trail north of Great

11-26. The Service would work with the City and County of
Broomfield, aswell as other neighboring jurisdictions, in developing
plansfor any species reintroductions to the Refuge.

11-27. The Service would liketo clarify that between 1.4 and 3.2
acres of xeric tallgrass prairie would be disturbed by the new trails
alignments (including those revised from the Draft CCP/EIS) that are
proposed in Alternative B. With regard to trail implementation, see
response to comment 11- 8.

11-28. The basisfor evaluating the impacts from public use or other
Refuge activities (Table 10) were determined on an resource-specific
basis, considering the nature of that resource on the Refuge and the
range of possible effects to that resource.

11-29. Air quality impact thresholds in Table 10 have been revised.

11-30. The proposed trail configuration for Alternative B in the
southern portion of the Refuge was revised to improve connectivity
and provide a higher quality and more diverse visitor experience.
Whiletrail revisions dightly extend the length of trails proposed in
Alternative B, they are till within arangethat isreasonablefor the
Service' sgoalsfor Alternative B. The Service does not believe that
the benefits of significant trail additions warrant the increased
construction and maintenance expense that they would require.

11-31. Trail design, signage, education, and law enforcement would
be used to promote a positive trail experience for al users.

11-32. Thank you for your comments and participation.

11-33. The Service recognizes the importance of coordinated trail
planning, and is encouraged by the efforts of neighboring
jurisdictions to develop trail connections that complement Refuge
trails, including a north-south connection on the east side of Indiana
Street. Asdescribed in strategy 2.13.13, trail connections could
include atrail underpass at Indiana Street.
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11-34. Thank you for your comment and participation.
Ms. Laurie She . . L.
May ﬂfnﬂ.[]; R RS 11-35. Portable restrooms will be available at the visitor contact
Page 6 of 11 station and main trailhead, but not at the perimeter trailheads.
Western Reservoir. The plan references a pedestrian crossing. Clarify that this 11-36. The prOpOSGj trailhead along SH 128 was located because of
connection could also be an underpass beneath Indiana Street. ) o X T
3.5.2. Westminster open space management agency is working with our open space e?(lglng access andan eXlﬁlng dlsturb_ed area, access to St”k'ng
management agency to connect a south/north trail cast of Great Western Reservoir views from the pa:hment top overlooki ng the Rock Creek drai nage,
to provide a loop around the RFNWR on the eastern side of the Refuge. and easy and low |mpact tointerna trails. A speC|f|c | ion
3.5.3. We support the access points identified in the plan for Alternative B that directs ; access o ocat
11-34 visitors to orientation information, trailheads, and parking areas. that is closer tothe gl‘ade of the eXISIng roadWay would be
11-35 3.5.4. Portable restroom facilities should be provided at high-use trailheads. considered in the desi gn process.
11-36 3.5.5. We support the proposed SH 128 trailhead, but it may be more appropriate to site
:?t.purkmgll;\: ata 1\\\\;:| uIc\L;nmnl that i.; \l':uahlu ;'rnmlfgljl 128, .-\;'ccss by hiking or 11-37. Objectlve 2.2 _ Public Access has been revised to daborate
iking would connect the parking lot and the northern Ketuge trail, .
11-37 3.5.6. We support visitation at the site from dawn to dusk. that the access hours will be from dawn to dusk.
3.5.7. Clarify the signage and wording for the access points that will inform visitors . . . . X
11-38 about conservation practices and prioritics that may differ from surrounding open 11-38. ObJeCt|Ve 2.13 — Recreation FaCIIItIeS: has been revised to
space areas. elaborate on the nature of interpretive signage at the Refuge
entrances.
3.6, Of se
36l support off-trail use based on the assumption that controls will be in place to ) . .
11-39 prevent access from the general public into the DOE retained lands. 11-39. Thank you for your comments and partlc' patlon'
3.6.2. Off-trail use should be allowed in the southern half of the site. . .
3.6.3. In the northern half of the site, pedestrian off-trail use should be limited to areas 11-40. Thank you for your comments and participation.
that will not interfere with the PMIM and its habitat. o .
e o 11-41. Thank you for your comment and participation.
3.7. Multi-Use Trails . . o ) )
3.7.1. Broomficld concurs with the Multi-Use (Equestrian, Bicyele, and Foot access) 11-42. The Service believes that a||m|taj, h|gh|y man@aj huntlng
11-40 Trails compatibility determination on pages 224 through 227. program would be a safe and positive form of wildlife dependent

3.7.2. We agree with the draft plan that equestrian and bicycle use are a form of
transportation and recreation,

3.7.3. We agree with the identified stipulations as noted in the compatibility
determination.

3.8, Wildlife Observation and Photography - Wildlife Observation and Photography are
valuable activities that will allow the public to observe and appreciate the wildlife and
overlooks at the RFNWR.

3.8.1. The City & County of Broomfield agrees with the draft compatbility
11-41 determination and stipulations necessary to insure compatibility identified on pages
228 through 231.

3.9, Hunting.
3.9.1. Broomfield believes that hunting is incompatible with the public use of the
Refuge and for safety concerns since the Refuge is near populated areas.

11-42

3.10. Education.
11-43 3.10.1. We support the environmental education program proposed for Alternative B,
which targets both on-site and off-site environmental education.

recreation on the Refuge, and would complement other toolsfor
managing ungulate populations. Note that Objective 1.6 — Deer and
Elk Management, and Objective 2.10 — Hunting Program, have been
revised to better correlate the establishment and analysis of target
population sze and public hunting programs.

11-43. Thank you for your comment and participation.
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11-44

11-45

11-46

11-47

11-48

11-49

11-50

Ms. Laurie Shannon
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3.10.2. It is crucial to encourage a search or independent study of the site’s natural and
cultural resources. We would like to partner with you to develop a sound education
program to focus on the natural, cultural, and historical aspects of the site.

3.10.3. To ease public apprchension about the site and make visitors feel welcome, safe,
and comfortable, it is imperative to communicate the cleanup results and ongoing
safety measures performed by DOE and the regulators for both the Refuge area and
the DOE retained lands. We once again volunteer to partner with the Service to
develop a volunteer program focused on helping the public and site visitors
understand efforts that have been made to ensure the safety of site users. As a
surrounding community of the RENWR, it is important for our citizens to feel safe
and welcome to experience the Refuge.

3.10.4. Keep us apprised of Refuge events and the progress of the CCP’s implementation.

1.10.5. We ask that you work with us to identify the wording on signs, brochures,
website, and other means to convey safety information.

3.10.6. We could also serve as a contact to convey safety information during off-seasons.

3.11. Interpretive Facilities - The anticipated initial cost of $76.000 to develop interpretive
facilities may not come to fruition if appropriate funding is not available.

3.11.1. We will partner with the Service to work with non-profit organizations, other
local governments, and government and state agencies to develop interpretive
facilities and environmental education programs.

3.11.2. We strongly support the self-study training program to be used by educators, The
interpretation and environmental education program will definitely increase public
appreciation for the Refuge System and conservation of our community’s natural
resources.

.3, Including historical information of the site in the educational program will assist
long-term stewardship efforts to ensure that maintenance and monitoring continues
as long as it is needed 1o verify the effectiveness of the remedy which will promote

]

public confidence in visiting the Refuge

3.12, Interpretive Planning,
3.12.1. The plan addresses the development of a Visitor Services Plan, yet we struggle to
understand how such a plan can be developed without knowing the mechanisms to

control access to the DOE retained lands. ensure protection of Institutional Controls,

and Engineering Controls.

3.12.2. Signs on tours should not just address cultural and natural themes. but should also
include signs addressing restrictions to the DOE retained lands. The signs should
not stigmatize the Refuge. but rather inform and educate visitors of the need for the
prohibition of access into the DOE retained lands.

4. Refuge Operations, Safety and Partnerships
4.1. McKav Ditch and Upper Church Ditch - The McKay Diteh and Upper Church Ditch, in
which Broomfield owns water rights, are located on the west side of the Industrial Area
and will continue to require maintenance for optimum operations. We have worked with

11-44. The Service welcomes Broomfield’s input to education
programs, aswell asindependent research proposals.

11-45. The CCP/EISiswritten under the premise that the land will
be sufficiently remediated and certified prior to the establishment of
the Refuge. The Serviceis not adecision-maker in mattersregarding
cleanup, but the EPA and CDPHE have accepted that all activities
proposed in the CCP would be safe.

However, the Service also acknowledges the concerns of many
members of the public regarding the location and level of residual
contamination on lands that will become the Refuge. For this reason,
we have added an additional discussion of contamination issuesin
Section 1.8. The Service welcomes Broomfield’ s input into public
outreach and interpretation efforts.

11-46. The Service welcome's Broomfield’ s input and participation
during the devel opment of a step-down Visitor Services Plan, as well
as throughout the Refuge management process.

11-47. Seeresponse to comment 11-46.

11-48. The Refuge would include signs and displays conveying the
history of the site, the location and nature of residua contamination,
and relative risks associated with the Refuge. These would be
developed in a step-down Visitor Services Plan.

11-49. All step-down plans, including a Visitor Services Plan, would
be completed after the MOU is completed and cleanup protocols are
in place. No step-down planswill be devel oped until after the site
becomes arefuge.

11-50. Seeresponse to comment 11-48.
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11-51. Seeresponseto comments 11-7 and 11-9.
Ms. Laurie Shannon . .
May 14, 2004 - Revised Comments 11-52. Thank you for your comment and participation.
Page 8 of 11 . .
SO g _ G g e L " 11-53. In the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation
© to access the ditches while ensuring protection of the PMIM and riparian/wetl: . « .
m’cas.t access the ditches while ensunng protection ot the and nparnan/wetland baWee1 theRefugeand theDOE l’etalned armbe mleg W|th
4.1.1. We ask the Service to work with us to ensure access to McKay and Upper Church few obvious visual differences. Section 1.8 of the FEIS daborates
11-51 Ditch to make certain our actions are protective of the cmn]msitn.\n '.I|'|£|.'lr11l.'gril)' of that the Service bdieves that afour-strand barbed-wire agricultural
riparian and wetland habitats to ensure a continued protection suitable for PMIM fence and/or permanent obdlisks would demarcate the interior
habitat,
4.1.2. Itis imperative our water, which conveys across Rocky Flats to the east and property boundary, keep any livestock out of the DOE lands, and
hosthedst, is protected clarify that the DOE lands are closed to public access. Such afence
4.2. Fencing, would not adversely affect the movement of wildlife across the site,
4.2.1 1 \.\"c'suppnrtru}:i|1lli :llu,' existing barbed wire boundary l'c]l;cc Inl delineate the and would not be visual |y obtrusive. The Service has prov| ded these
_ oundaries of the Refuge. The current fence appears to allow the movement of : .
11-52 wildlife species onto and off of the site. recommendations to the RFCA partl €s.
4.2.2. We understand the CCP/EIS plan does not address control of the DOE retained . . . .
lands. The draft document states: 1t is the goal of both the Service and DOE that to 11-54. The SG_'VIPe IOOkS forward t(_) WOkang_ with Broomfleld and
the extent possible, Rocky Flats will be a seamless property, with no or few obvious other ajj acent jurlgjl ctions to coordinate and Improve the regi onal
visual differences between Refuge and retained lands. Broomfield disagrees with Al N .
11-53 this statement and is adamant the DOE retained lands should be clearly demarcated. management of wildlife and their habitat.
4.2.3. If it is decided that a fence will be used to accomplish this, Broomfield _ _
recommends that only a standard, three-wire agricultural-type fence be constructed 11-55. See réesponse to comment 11-35.
to prevent accidental access to the DOE retained lands. As a community . . . .
downgradient from Rocky Flats, our goal is to ensure protection of surface water 11-56. The SG_’VICE pl anson Ing_:a_lllng acistern O_r other _storage
quality entering our community. This goal can only be achieved through protection system to provi de water to the visitor contact station, offices, and
of the remedy and prmucli.nn of the pmniu nrim_._r gqujpmcm to C\".I.|u:!FC the .r\.'mul}'. maintenance facilities.
Per the recent public meetings held in March, it is apparent the public desires a
fence around the DOE retained lands to control access to arcas with residual 11-57 Regular routine maintenance activities, incl uding sarviai ng
contamination. ) . ..
restrooms, would occur independent of whether avisitor contact
4.3. Partnerships. station is staffed.
4.3.1. The City & County of Broomfield wants to be the first to volunteer to partner with
11-54 the Service and provide the opportunity for our community to appreciate and visit
-5 the Refuge, We look forward to discussing our wildlife and wildlife habitat
management strategies with the Service along with networking with other open
space agencies to enhance our community's natural resources. Per the plan, this
dialogue will improve and expand the range of available habitat for many species
and protect wildlife movement corridors between properties.
4.4, Restrooms. The plan states: The only restrooms at the Refuge would be located near
and/or within the visitor contact station,
4.4.1. The Service may want to consider having portable restrooms at the high-use
11-55 trailheads to accommodate visitors taking long hikes.
4.4.2. Clarify how water will be made available to the restrooms at the visitor contact
11-56 station.
11-57 4.4.3.1f the contact station is staffed seasonally, will the restrooms be serviced during

off-seasons?
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4.5. Staff and Visitor Safety. It is our understanding both of the security butler buildings will
remain on-site for use by the Service for storage. Both of the buildings are within the
DOE retained lands.

11-58 4.5.1. To reduce unneeded aceess to DOE J'cluinu.'ni .l:md.\' and reduce .‘;iTtt'ss to the
topography to prevent erosion. the butler buildings should be transferred to the lands
transferred to DOL

11-59 4.5.2. Itis vital to emphasize both EPA and CDPHE have concurred that the Refuge will
be sate for public use.

4.6. Law Enforcement - A law enforcement presence on-site is important to educate visitors
11-60 to adhere to the rul.cs of the Refuge. . 1 i
4.6.1. Broomfield is concerned the Service may not have sufficient funding to staft
enforcement officers to protect wildlife and habitat and ensure visitor access to the
DOE retained lands is prohibited.
4.6.2. Broomfield is concerned the CCP/EIS does not identify the physical controls for
DOE retained lands, nor does it identify who will be responsible for controlling
11-61 access to these lands. We are making decisions and providing recommendations for
future use at the Refuge based on DOE and the Service having a robust plan in place
to protect the remedy and prevent public access to DOE retained lands.
4.6.3. A layered institutional control program should be utilized to educate visitors and
prohibit access to DOE retained lands.

4.7. Mining

11-62 4.7.1. Broomfield is very concerned the mining rights issue has not been resolved and
the MOU has not been signed.

4.7.2. The impacts from future aggregate mining are clearly not compatible with the
goals of a Refuge.

4.7.3. The adverse effects of aggregate mining were not clearly identified in the

11-64 i W . IO -

4.7.4. Broomfield is apprehensive about the future of the Refuge if the mineral rights
issue cannot be resolved. If DOI and DOE cannot come to an agreement about this
one topic, we have reservations about the decision-making process to transfer lands
from DOE to DOI prior to closure of the Rocky Flats Technology Site.

11-63

4.8. Transfer of Property

11-65 4.8.1. The Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site is currently listed as a
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability (CERCLA)
site and is identified on the National Priority List (NPL). The CCP/EIS does not
address how or when transfer of lands between DOE and DOI will take place. The
Bill addresses certification of the land, and we are not clear on the criteria for
certification or its relationship to delisting CERCLA lands.

11-66 4.8.2. We ask that any land be de-listed prior to transfer of lands to DOI. We also
request clarification for the certification process and the comparison to the delisting

11-58. Thetransfer of existing structures for a Refuge maintenance
facility will likely occur prior to Refuge establishment.

11-59. The additional discussion of contamination issues in Section
1.8 emphasizes that the EPA and CDPHE concur that the lands to
become the Refuge will be safe for any proposed Refuge
management activities.

11-60. The Service does not anticipate a constant law enforcement
presence on the Refuge. However, the Service does believe that the
proposed levels of staffing are sufficient to implement the
management objectives that are proposed in the CCP.

11-61. Seeresponse to comment 11-53.

11-62. The Service agrees that surface mining would have an adverse
impact on the management of the Refuge and its resources, and
would not be compatible with the purposes of the Refuge or the
NWRS. The Service has expressed to DOE that it will not accept the
transfer of administrative jurisdiction of lands subject to mining until
the United States owns the associated mineral rights, or until mined
lands have been reclaimed to native grasslands.

11-63. Chapter 4 has been revised to include additional analysis of
the potential cumulative effects of mining on Refuge resources.

11-64. Seeresponseto comment 11-62. Thereisno plan to transfer
land from DOE to DOI prior to closure of the site.

11-65. The CCP/EISiswritten under the premise that the land will
be sufficiently remediated and certified prior to the establishment of
the Refuge. The Serviceisnot adecision-maker in mattersregarding
cleanup, but the EPA and CDPHE have accepted that all activities
proposed in the CCP will be safe. The exact nature of the
certification, aswell asissuesrelated to the de-listing of the site or
portions thereof from CERCLA, are mattersfor the EPA and the
other RFCA parties. The RFCA parties have sought input from the
Service on the certification standards.

11-66. See response to comment 11-65.
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process. Revise the document to include the process to transfer lands and the public
process.

4.9. Transportation Right-of-Way

49,1, The transportation right-of-way easement is of key concern for Broomfield,

4.9.2. The City & County of Broomfield wants to reiterate its position that the
boundaries of the transportation right-of-way shall be at least 300 feet from the west
edge of the Indiana Street right-of- way, as that right-of-way exists as of the date of
the enactment of the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001,

4.9.3. We agree the environmental impact of the right-of-way should be addressed in the
Northwest Corridor EIS. Broomfield will also work through the Northwest Corridor
process, including the EIS to ensure movement corridors for deer and elk from the

site to nearby habitat areas are protected.

The City & County of Broomfield expects that we will continue to be involved. informed. and
allowed to participate and comment on the final CCP/EIS and step-down plans. Broomfield
anticipates our issues and comments will be addressed at a future scheduled meeting. Broomfield
once again appreciates the opportunity to share our community’s vision and goals of open space
to enhance and compliment wildlife, habitat, and public use activities at the RENWR. If you
have any questions, please feel free to call Shirley Garcia of my staff, at 303-438-6329,

Sincerely.
} -

S Endn FF Lt

Dorian Brown
Director of Public Works

pe: Gary Brosz, City & County of Broomfield City Council

Lori Cox. City & County of Broomfield City Council
Charles Ozaki, Deputy City and County Manager
Kevin Stanbridge, Assistant City and County Manager
Mike Bartleson, City & County of Broomfield

Kathy Schnoor, City & County of Broomfield

Kristan Pritz, City & County of Broomfield

Shirley Garcia. City & County of Broomfield

Sam Dixion, City of Westminster City Council

Al Nelson, City of Westminster

Dean Rundle. Service Manager for RENWR

Mark Sattelberg. Fish and Wildlife Service

Hank Stovall, RFCLoG

Steve Gunderson, CDPHE

Mark Aguiler, FPA

David Abelson, RFCLoG
Ray Plicness, DOE

11-67. The Refuge Act directed that the land to be made available for
transportation improvements should not extend more than 300 feet
from the Indiana Street right-of-way. The Service acknowledges that
the transfer of land for the purposes of transportation improvementsis
the responsibility of the DOE and would occur prior to the
establishment of the Refuge. However, the Refuge Act directs the
Service to make recommendations on land that could be made
available for transportation improvements. Tothat end, the FEIS
includes anew Section 4.16, which discusses potential concerns that
the Service would have related to any transportation improvements
along Indiana Street, Highway 128, and Highway 93.

11-68. Thank you for your comments and participation.
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Joe Legare, DOE
John Rampe, DOE
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§\\s\ AFg .
25, s
4 7 254 C,
WESTMINSTER 5 E’VEO 12-1. Thank you for your comments.
';,r?_}
April 23, 2004 » ngﬂ% §2 &y 12-2. DOE has been working with the Service to minimize impacts
“%ﬁ% on the Preble' s from hydrologic changes of site closure. Itisthe
%Mm% intention of the Service to manage Preble’ s populations with the
Lauric Shannon resources that will exist when the Refuge is established. Reduced
Haniig Tean LEA0E oo surface water flow is anticipated to be one of the hydrologic changes.
Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge . .. .
Building 121 The Refuge Act specifically protects existing property rightson the
iy ok Gespsasier Commerce City; Colorado 800221748 Refuge, including water rights and related easements. However, the
?{:;L:‘:L;::l Re: The Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Service would consider future vol Untary ach" sition of water ri ghtS
Statement, dated February 2004 on awilli ng_g ler basis.
4800 West 92nd Avenue
Westminster, Colorado Dear Ms. Shan :
0031 > S 12-3. Seeresponse to comment 12-2.
303-430-2400 The City of Westminster appreciates the opportunity to review and provide
12-1 FAX 303-430-1809 comments on the Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental . . . . . R
Impact Statement (CCPIEIS) for the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Any residual contamination in the buffer zoneislimited to surface
(RENWR). ‘Westmmster apprecisies the effou the' Sevioe: bas made ity work contamination that iswell below cleanup levelsthat are required to
with the community collaboratively towards a common goal and objective. tect blic safet All areas with s gnf cant surface or subsurface
pro jpubti y. Wi IT1
Westminster supports the draft proposed action “Alternative B — Wildlife, : H ; i .
Habitat & Public Use.” Altemnative B provides a balance between public use antam'natlon will be within the lands to be retained by DOE’ and
and protection of wildlife and habitat, while still controlling access to areas with will be remediated. For that reason, the EPA and CDPHE have
residual « ination. Please refi e our letter dated June 24, 2003, which e : H H NG
addressed previous comments and concemns pertaining to the RENWR. Some of verified that Refuge Op_eratl ons, incl Udl ng thed gging of fence pOQS,
our issues associated with stewardship controls are still outstanding from last would not expose additional contamination to Refuge workers or the
year's letter and we anticipate they will be resolved through future dialogue and bli
comments prior to the finalization of the CCP/EIS. City staff has very public.
thoughtfully and thoroughly reviewed the CCP/EIS and has the following
« and recommendations:
Objective 1.1 - Preble's Meadow Jumping Mouse (PM. Habitat
Management
We are concerned about the level of protection for the PMIM if the water
12-2 available after remediation does not support a riparian habitat. This issue has not
been clearly resolved.
Riparian Area (wetlands, riparian areas & creeks) - As the amount of surface
12-3 water is reduced, we do not want the Service to maintain any man-made areas
requiring importation of water to maintain habitats within these areas. This issue
has not been clearly resolved. Riparian and wetland habitat management in
Altemmative B would include the option for selective exclusion of
grazing/browsing animals from sensitive riparian areas using fences. Additional
characterization of the Buffer Zone will only include surface soils and
“runted on reeyrled paper
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#
12-4. The budget for Refuge management activities, including
habitat restoration and revegetation would be allocated separately
T Q\\\ through Department of the Interior appropriations. Long-term
April 23, 2004 stewardship of the DOE retained areawill be funded through DOE
Page 2 appropriations. Xeric tallgrass management activities on the Refuge
would not affect budgets for DOE long-term stewardship.
contamination cop]d potentially be encountered _during rffc process to dig holes Maintenance of the xeric tall grass pra' rieisone of the reasons
for posts for fencing to exclude ungulates. Provide the City with any short-term . ., : e
or long-term plans, if any, to monitor and/or sample for contamination during Congress authorized the Refuge. The Service's plans for maintaining
excavation or any soil disturbance. xerictalgrass are described in Objective 1.2 — Xeric Tallgrass
Objective 1.2 - Xeric Tallgrass Management Management. It isthe Service' s belief that the xeric tallgrass
12-4 Support if areas already contain xeric tallgrass. We do not want to expend Commu_nlty has pHS sted for aver_y Iong tlme’_mq isthe C||maX
additional funds that may be taken from long-term stewardship (LTS) activities. vegetative community on the portions of the Steit occupies. The
Biomes will eventually mature to shrubland and we do not know what the i H e P f Aot e
Service's plans will be to maintain the xeric tallgrass. If soil is disturbed, will a Service belleves thereisinsuffici _ent annual precipi tano_n at th|$ steto
Radiological Control Technician (RCT) be available to monitor for alow the xeric tallgrass community to advance successional |y Intoa
contamination? We need the cost estimate to restore large areas of grassland and . .
the potential for the habitat restoration to be successful. shrubland. If that were the case, a Qﬂ'rUb/g:rUb 0_0mm_un|ty Ilkely
e e . would have replaced thetallgrass prairiein the time since DOE
12-5 Oblective 1.3 - Mixed Grassland Prairie Management acquired most of theland in 1951.
Tilling and any disturbance of soil will have to have controls in place to ensure
contamination is not dispersed into the environment or that the footprint of the . . .
Industrial Area (A) is enlarged. If soil is disturbed, will a RCT be available to The Service does not plan to employ a Radiological Control
monitor for contamination? We support revegetation of the hay fields. Technician to monitor habitat restoration activities. The CDPHE and
Objective 1.4 - Road Restoration and Revegetation EPA have verified that such activities can be conducted on future
12-6 We will require roads to access monitoring stations and remedies. Further _refuge IandSWIt_hOUt threaten_lng_human health. In regard to general
discussion is required. If soil is disturbed, will a RCT be available to monitor for issues about residual contamination, see the response to comment 12-
contamination? We need to ensure roads are maintained to treatment units, caps, . . . .
and monitoring areas such as wells, drainages, and air monitoring stations. We 3’ aswell asthe eXpande discussion in Section 1.8 of the FEIS.
support the removal of culverts in areas where roads will no longer be required,
but they should be kept in areas where vehicle traffic will be used to monitor the 12-5. Seeresponse to comment 12-3, as well as the expanded
remedy. We ask that you work with us to ensure maintained roads are available i i i i
to access the 1A and the above mentioned stewardship locations. discussion in Section 1.8 of the FEIS.
Objective 1.5 - Weed Management 12-6. The Refuge access roads were designed to provide reasonable
12-7 a006SS i itori ilities. di
The City supports the identified tools for weed management for Alternative B. t(.) the DOE raal.naj area, al monltorlng facil |t|es,_d|tche§ and
We ask to be consulted and allowed to participate in the development of an other private property rights at Rocky Flats. The DOE will retain
Integrated Pest Management (IPM) plan for the RFNWR. responsibility for al of the lands and access roads related to the
Grazing - We support grazing in the non-lA, if goats are used for weed Clmnup and ranajy facilities.
12-8 management. We support use of cattle in the hay fields to contribute to a more
diverse ecological ecosystem. ..f\nimuls must be comro_l]cd_ by temporary electric 12-7. The Service would solicit the input and partl c patl on of the
fences. Due to the potential risk of remaining contamination on the surface and . . S e . .
in the sub-surface, grazing is not acceptable in the IA. Other options are Clty of Westmingter, other jUfISjICtIOﬂS, sakeholders, and the pUb“C
acceptable if controlled and a plan s in place and the public has an opportunity to during the devel opment of an Integrated Pest Management Plan.
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12-9

12-10

12-11

12-12

12-13

12-14

Laurie Shannon &\\
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publicly comment. Our decision will also be based on the sampling methodology
for the Buffer Zone and White Spaces and the results of the sampling.

Prescribed fire - If using prescribed fire, work with Westminster on
comprehensive burn plan. The maximum area to be burned should not exceed
the current maximum area allowed in the Revegetation Plan. Air monitoring and
qualified RCT should both be in place during the burns.

Pesticides and Herbicides Use - Support limited use with an approved list of
chemicals and that pesticide or herbicide application should only be used with
assurances that surface water quality will not be negatively impacted. Utilize
current process of notification to local governments.

Objective 1.6 - Deer and Elk Management

We will withhold judgment on hunting until the results of the tissue sampling
that is being carried out, is completed. We reiterate that the service should defer
its final decision on hunting at the RFNWR until analytical data is received from
the frozen deer tissue to evaluate the uptake of plutonium and/or uranium in
ungulates. Hunting must be limited to archery or crossbow only; we do not
support the use of shotguns or muzzleloaders due to the proximity of high use
highways and commercial and residential areas. Will the site have the same
protocols for releasing culled animals off-site? If the animals are not consumed,
how will FWS dispose of carcasses? At this point we do not support an
expanded hunting program with such a short phased in approach. The two-year
reinvestigation for opening the site to other hunters should be at least five years.

The CCP/EIS should delineate exactly where on the refuge possible hunting
areas will be located. The areas must have a definite exclusion area from
surrounding public and private lands.

bjective 1.7 — Prairie Management

We support, if they do not impact the remedy. We ask a specified distance from
the Industrial Area to the prairie dog colonies be identified in the prairie dog
management plan to require a corrective action to relocate the prairie dogs. The
corrective action will ensure protection of the remedy and maintain control of
residual cc ination. Under no circ es should prairie dogs be relocated
to the RFNWR. from surrounding communities. Any colonies near remedy areas

MUST be relocated or eradicated.

Objective 1.8 - Species Reintroduction

We support, if they do not impact the remedy and their migration o adjoining
properties is strictly controlled.

12-8. Depending on how it is applied, grazing by both goats and
cattle can serve as a weed management tool, an ecological restoration
tool, both, or neither. Grazing is mentioned under several different
objectives (1.2 — Xeric Tallgrass Management, 1.3 — Mixed
Grassland Prairie Management, and 1.4 — \Weed Management) asa
tool that is available to achieve that objective. Asnoted by the State
Weed Coordinator in comment 6-6, it isimportant to maintain
flexibility in applying managed grazing to site-specific conditions.

The Service does not have management jurisdiction over DOE-
retained lands, including most of the Industrial Area. The Service has
not recommended any grazing activities within DOE retained lands
and isnot aware of any proposal by the RFCA partiesto graze those
lands for any reason.

12-9. The Service would solicit the input and participation of the
City of Westmingter, other jurisdictions, sakeholders, and the public
during the devel opment of a step-down Fire Management Plan. The
EPA and CDPHE have verified that all of the proposed Refuge
management activities, including prescribed fire, would be safe.
However, in response to concerns about residual contamination
associated with the 903 pad, the Service has taken a conservative
approach and does not propose using prescribed fire on the eastern
portion of the Refuge between Walnut Creek to the north and Woman
Creek to the south (Figure 8). The Service will rely on CDPHE
recommendations and requirements regarding air monitoring during
any application of prescribed fire.

12-10. Seeresponseto comment 12-7. The Serviceis committed to
working with the City of Westminster and other jurisdictionsin
addressing concerns about weed management at the Refuge. A step-
down Integrated Pest Management Plan would incorporate those
concerns, aswell asmany of the current DOE practices. The Service
complies with EPA-approved labels. All proposed pesticide
applications on the Refuge would go through arigorous Pesticide Use
Proposal review process in accordance with DOI policy, prior to use
on the Refuge.
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Objective 2.2 - Public Access

Trails - Final decisions will be based on the institutional controls of the IA.
Westminster would like an additional foot trail from the Westminster access
point on Indiana to the Overlook in the southern part of the site. The multiuse
trail along the southern boundary must be far enough from the planned Arvada
development so as to have a buffer between the two. In support of other local
governments, trails on the southern side of the Refuge should have loops to
prevent social trails. The multi-use trails should be closely monitored to identify
long-term impacts to the surrounding ecological communities, especially from
equestrian and biking use. With hikers, bikers, and horseback riders all utilizing
the same multi-use trial, some public visitors may not see these activities as
compatible on the same trail. Clarify the process to ensure hikers will have a
quality recreational use of the trails while still understanding the needs of the
bikers and equestrian users.

Equestrian use — We do not support equestrian use on the northern half of the
Refuge due to the sensitive habitat and wildlife located in Rock Creck and
Walnut Creek drainages. We support equestrian use on southern trails only, but
have the following questions:
*  How will riders stay on designated trails?
e Who will enforce the activity and ensure the activity is only on
designated trails?
+ Horses will have to be kept out of the IA and drainages. What controls
will be in place to protect the water?
s We need to review the studies of equestrian use at other Department of
Defense (DoD) and Department of Energy (DOE) sites and their impacts
to ecological systems and remedies.

Mountain biking - We support mountain biking on all perimeter trails, but have
the following questions:
+  How will riders stay on designated trails?
» Who will enforce the activity and ensure the activity is only on
designated trails? Bikes will have to be kept out of the 1A and drainages,
what controls will be in place to protect the water?

Off-trail use — We support during seasonal activities such as possible hunting or
bird watching. We need more information about the type of activity and controls
in place to protect the remedy. This activity must be closely monitored to ensure
it is pedestrian only and NO horses or bicycles go off-trail. Controls must be in
place to keep people off the remedy and out of DOE maintained areas.

Phased in approach — We support the Lindsay Ranch trail being opened during
the first five years and the plan to revegetate specific areas and open the other
areas as they are prepared for public use.

12-11. Tissue samples, including edible meat tissues, of deer
harvested at Rocky Flats in 2002 have been analyzed for
contaminants. The results of the analysis indicate that thereisno
significant uptake of contaminants by deer or other wildlife species at
Rocky Fats.

12-12. The exact structure and locations of the proposed hunting
programs would be documented in a step-down Hunting Plan. The
Service would solicit the input and participation of the City of
Westminster, other jurisdictions, stakeholders, and the public during
the development of this plan. The Final CCP/EIS has been revised to
propose only archery and shotguns for deer/elk hunting. The
proposal to allow use of muzzle-loading rifles has been removed in
consideration of safety comments received during public review of
the Draft CCP/EIS.

12-13. The EPA and CDPHE have verified that subsurface
contamination does not exist in the area that will become the Refuge.
The DOE will be responsible for the protection of the remedy
facilities within the portions of the DOE retained area where
subsurface contamination will remain, which includes preventing
prairie dogs or other burrowing animals from accessing subsurface
contamination. Whilethe Service is not responsible for prairie dogs
within the DOE retained area, and while subsurface contamination
should not be an issue on the Refuge, as amanagement partner with
the DOE it is prudent for the Service to maintain a sustainable prairie
dog popul ation and to keep those popul ations away from the retained
area.

During their annua dispersal from natal colonies, prairie dogs may
move as far as 10 miles or more, pioneering into new areas. Hence, it
isaslikely that prairie dogs could invade DOE retained lands from
areas outside Rocky Flats as they could from within the Refuge.
Thereisno biologically sound, or practical management reason to
establish any specific distances to keep prairie dogs away from DOE
retained lands. Other issues such as vegetative structure and natural
barriers are moreimportant than distances. In any case, DOE will
need to develop arobust stand of vegetation in the Industrial Area
and maintain long-term monitoring to prevent burrowing animals
from compromising the remedy.
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12-14. The Service would work with the City of Westminster, as
well as other neighboring jurisdictions, in devel oping plans for any
\\\ species reintroductions to the Refuge.  Such language has been added

Laurie Shannon i . i i .

April 23, 2004 & to Objective 1.8 — Species Reintroduction.

Page 5 . . s . . .
12-15. The Service considered additional trail configurations,

, _ ) including those requested by the City of Westminster, other

Access Hours — We support that the refuge will be open only during the day with P . : . : .

12-20 identified hours of operation. We support the access points identified in the plan jUfISjICtIOI"IS, and Organlzatlons‘ The proposed trail Conflguratlon for
for Alternative B that directs visitors to orientation information, trailheads, and Alternative B in the southern portion of the Refuge was revised to
parking areas. Clarify the signage and wording for the access points that will . F . . . .
inform visitors about conservation practices and priorities that may differ from n_nprove COﬂ!’]eCtIVI ty and provi dea hlghe qual_lty and mo_re diverse
surrounding open space areas, visitor experience. The overall length of trailsin Alternative B was

12-21 Balance between refuge activities and IA protection - We need the memorandum increased Only gIghtly! so it would not Slgnlﬁ(-:antly increase the cost
of understanding (MOU) so we can better understand how this issue is going to of maintaini ng Refuge trails. Asdescribed in Obj ective 1.5 — Weed
be Ived. . .

e Management, trails would be informally surveyed for new weed
Controls - DOE needs to address this igsue in _thcir renpq;diatien dmunwnt§ .-!nd infestations and other eco|og|ca| issues. Trail des an, S’gnage,

12-22 closure documents such as the Corrective Action Decision/Record of Decision . .
(CAD/ROD) or post-Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA). Remedy education, and law enforcement would be used to promote a positive
prulchiop will always h“"f’ priority over rcfugc goals and activities. We support trail expa'| encefor all users
remediation of the old firing range. Erosion controls have to be evaluated on
ek Temgricny impecer nct stmedial ok pows, 12-16. All public uses, including equestrian access, would be

12-23 ;\l{ilﬂ.ccnl Land_ Protection ;‘Thc City supports the Service’s proposal to pursue managaj thOugh a combination of S'gn@e, Gjucation, and law
!:ndl;a:si?l:;:::nre?:g;us ips, conservation easements and/or acquisition of enforcement. These methods have proven to be effective at other

Refuges and in many open space areas.
Objective 2.8 - Environmental Education Planning g Y open

12-24 Suplpor_r : We foresee thf opﬁr_mni!_icsl !h? refuge o have far;duc::iun :g The Service believes that these same controls would be effective in
ecological, environmental, and historical information ucating the public a H H : H
preserving the historical memory of the site will service several different keepl ng the pUbIIC out of the DOE retained area. However, in
ryncti:ns, Or-ci-1 furgli]r:in i:vm preserve ??d;g:;are pe;vdpletsn the past e of t response to concerns about access to the DOE retained area, the
site during the Col ar era. cou acquin or L : 5 :
Museum/Visitor's Center, it could be used to remind future generations of areas Service hasrecommended to the RFCA partl es that a barbed-wire
with residual contamination and the need to maintain institutional controls. The agricu|tura] fence and/or permanent obdisks demarcating theinterior
Center would also allow the Service a facility in which to conduct their education . .
and outreach programs as well as an operations and maintenance facility to house property boundary could be used to delineate the retained area
staff. without adversdly affecting the movement of wildlife or aesthetics on
Objective 2.10 - Hunting Program the Refuge.

12-25
See comment under Objective 1.6 - Deer and Elk Management 12-17. See response to comment 12-16.

Objective 2.13 - Recreation Facilities 12-18. Off-trail use would be allowed on aseasonal basis, for

12-26 pedestrian access only, in the areas south of the primary multi-use

There should be no parking for horse trailers at trailheads where direct equestrian
access to the refuge for equestrian use is not allowed. Biking only on perimeter
trails.

trail in the southern part of the Refuge (see Figure 25). Use
restrictions would be managed through signage, education, and law
enforcement. Inregard to specific concerns about residual
contamination, the EPA and CDPHE have verified that any proposed
public uses, including off-trail use, would be safe. In addition, the
proposed off-trail use areas are outside of the DOE retained area and
other areas of residual soil contamination (Figure 4).
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12-28
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12-30

12-31
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Objective 3.1 - Stafl Safety

Workers shall meet all the regulatory training requirements: including but not
limited to: OSHA, Radiation Worker, Emergency Response, etc.

Objective 3.2 - Visitor Safety

We believe a process should be in place to prevent access to the IA from the
general public. We suggest fencing as well as signs posted around the IA to
prevent access to the area, The signs could state "Environmental Restoration and
Study Area, No Public Access Allowed." This wording will not convey that
there is residual contamination in the area, but still provides a reasonable
precaution. The IA will contain residual contamination in the soils and
contaminated groundwater and we prefer access to the area only be given to FWS
or to personnel performing stewardship activities.  Activities allowed at the
refuge will be based on controls for the IA and presence of the Service at the site.

Objective 4.1 — Qutreach

Vision? Needs? Still waiting for the MOU to determine needs and funding.

Goal 5 - Working with Others

Mineral Rights - This is still an outstanding issue. We need further dialogue.

MOU - The City is apprehensive that the MOU between the Department of
Interior (DOI) and the DOE has not been finalized. The MOU was to include
valuable information, which would clearly identify the physical boundaries and
areas of management responsibilities by DOI and DOE. Based on assumptions
that areas with residual contamination will be clearly demarcated and controlled
and the Service will only receive lands with less than 7 pCi/g, Alternative B is
our preferred alternative. It is imperative the Service identify a caveat in the
CCP/EIS plan that the finalized activities and step-down management plans
(operational documents) will be contingent on resolution to the MOU.
‘Westminster is very concerned the mining rights issue has not been resolved and
the MOU has not been signed. The impacts from future aggregate mining are
clearly not compatible with the goals of a Refuge. The adverse effects of
aggregate mining were not clearly identified in the CCP/EIS. Westminster is
apprehensive about the future of the Refuge if the mineral rights issue cannot be
resolved. If DOI and DOE cannot come to an agreement about this one topic, we
have reservations about the decision making process to transfer lands from DOE
to DOI prior to closure of the Rocky Flats Technology Site.

Partnerships - The City wants to be the first to volunteer to partner with the
Service and provide support to ensure our community appreciates and utilizes the
opportunities the Refuge will provide. We look forward to discussing our

12-19. Thank you for your comment.

12-20. Objective 2.2 — Public Access has been revised to elaborate
that public access would be limited to daylight hours. Objective 2.13
— Recreation Facilities has been revised to include the City' s specific
suggestion about the Refuge and its distinction from nearby open
Space areas.

12-21. Itisthe Service sintent not to accept transfer of
adminigrative jurisdiction of any lands at Rocky Flats until the MOU
between DOE and DO, asrequired by the Refuge Act, isfinalized.
It will be up to the RFCA parties to determine how the response
actions are protected, while the EPA will determine what lands are
certified. Asoutlined in the Refuge Act, any issues related to
maintaining response actions will take precedence over Refuge
management activities.

12-22. AstheCity is aware, the RFCA parties, and not the Service,
are not responsible for cleanup related decisions and documentation.

12-23. Thank you for your comment.

12-24. The establishment of the Cold War Museum is outside the
jurisdiction of the Service and the scope of the CCP/EIS. However,
the Service has expressed that it would prefer to co-locate some
Refuge interpretation facilities center with the Cold War Museum, if
such amuseum is established and it iswithin close proximity to the
Refuge entrance.

12-25. Seeresponse to comment 12-11.

12-26. Objective 2.13 — Recreation Facilities has been revised to
specify the recommended |ocation of horsetrailer parking areas.

12-27. Safety requirements are addressed in Objective 3.1 — Saff
Safety.

12-28. Seeresponse to comment 12-16.
12-29. Thank you for your comment.

12-30. Asdescribed in Section 3.8 of the FEIS, the Service has
expressed to DOE that it will not accept the transfer of administrative
jurisdiction of lands subject to mining until the United States owns
the associated mineral rights, or until mined lands have been
reclaimed to native grasdands.
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12-34

12-35

12-36
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wildlife and wildlife habitat management strategies with the Service along with
networking with other open space agencies to enhance our community’s natural
resources. Per the plan, this dialogue will improve and expand the range of
available habitat for many species and protect wildlife movement corridors
between properties.

Funding — The City will investigate the feasibility of acquiring additional funding
for the FWS from entities, i.e. GOCO, to be used to accelerate trail construction
and access to the site.

Objective 5.1 - Emergency

Support, but believe emergency response agreements must be in place when the
FWS gains possession of the refuge not by one year later.

Objective 5.2 — Conservation

Easements for ditches and other existing utility easements need to be maintained
and preserved. Work closely with the City to develop a Water Protection Plan to
ensure the security of the following areas: groundwater wells, surface water
monitoring stations, treatment units, drainage areas flowing into the retention
ponds on Woman Creek and the Smart Ditch drainage. Boundaries of
transportation corridor right-of-way should be 300 ft from the eastern edge of the
site.

Water Protection Plan - Water Protection Plan should include: methods to secure
the areas to prevent spread of contamination; fencing, use of storm water, BMPs,
other controls measures; and, identify access requirements.

Objective 6.3 — Fencing

We believe a process should be in place to prevent access to the IA from the
general public. We suggest using the current four-strand barbed wire fencing as
well as signs posted around the IA to prevent access to the area. The signs could
state "Environmental Restoration and Study Area, No Public Access Allowed."
This wording will not convey that there is residual contamination in the area, but
still provides a reasonable precaution. The IA will contain residual
contamination in the soils and contaminated groundwater and we prefer access to
the area only be given to FWS or to personnel performing stewardship activities.
Activities allowed at the refuge will be based on controls for the IA and presence
of the Service at the site. For defense in depth, we suggest that each individual
monitoring station, landfill cap, treatment unit, etc., be fenced as well.

The City expects that we will continue to be involved, informed, and allowed to
participate and comment on the final CCP/EIS and step-down plans.
Westminster anticipates our issues and comments will be addressed at a future

12-31. Seeresponse to comment 12-21.

12-32. Thank you for your comment and participation. Working
with othersis one of the six planning goals of the Refuge.

12-33. The Serviceis encouraged by the efforts of the City and other
neighboring jurisdictionsto develop trail connections that
complement Refuge trails.

12-34. Whilethe Service will seek to coordinate with neighboring
jurisdictions as early as possible, it will not be feasible to develop
formal arrangements until adequate budgets and staffing have been
established.

12-35. The Refuge Act specifically protects existing property rights
on the Refuge, including water rights and related easements. In
addition, see response to comment 12-16. The DOE issoldy
responsible for the maintenance and security of water quality
protection facilities. However, the Service will work with the DOE
and other sakeholdersto ensure that Refuge activities do not affect
the effectiveness of the remedy.

12-36. Seeresponse to comment 12-16.

12-37. The Service would solicit the input and participation of the
City of Westmingter, other jurisdictions, sakeholders, and the public
during the devel opment of the step-down management plans.
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scheduled meeting. We once again appreciate the opportunity to share our
community’s vision and goals of open space to enhance and compliment wildlife,
habitat, and public use activities at the RFNWR. If you have any questions,
please feel free to contact Ron Hellbusch (303) 430-2400 ext. 2177 or Al Nelson
(303) 430-2400 ext. 2174 of my staff.

Sincerely yours,

7%//

. Brent McFall
City Manager

ec: City Council, City of Westminster
Ron Hellbusch, Director Public Works and Utilities, City of Westminster
Al Nelson, Rocky Flats Coordinator, City of Westmi
Senator Wayne Allard
Congressman Mark Udall
Congressman Bob Beauprez
Gary Brosz, City Councilor, City & County of Broomfield
Lori Cox, City Councilor, City & County of Broomfield
Shirley Garcia, Environmental Coordinator, City & County of Broomficld
Mark Aguilar, Environmental Protection Agency
Steve Gunderson, Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
Dean Rundle, Refuge Manager, Rocky Mountain Arsenal
David Abelson, Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments

12-38. Thank you for your comments.
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APR 26 2004
13-1. Thank you for your comments.
U, FISH & VILDLIF
POCKTHOUTAN AL TR 13-2. Thank you for your comments.
April 19, 2004 13-3. Thank you for your comment.
Mr. Dean Rundle, Refuge Manager 13-4. Thank you for your comment.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ) )
g@lg M?ﬁtﬂiﬂ Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge 13-5. In the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation be
uilding « y . . . .
Commerce City, CO 80022-1748 seamless’ with f_ew obvious vi St_Jal differences between the_ Refuge
and the DOE retained area. Section 1.8 of the FEISwas revised to
P e Brindla: indicate that the Service believes that a barbed-wire agricultural fence
13-1 Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge and/or permanent obdisks with apprOpriate S-gn@e would best
(RFNWR) draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement demarcate the DOE retained area, keep any livestock out of the DOE
(CCP/EIS). We appreciate the efforts of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to . L .
work with the communities surrounding the Rocky Flats site to reach common goals and retained area, and indicate the_ DOE lands would be cl Osed to pUbI IC
objectives. access. The Service has provided these recommendations to the
. L RFCA parties.
On behalf of the Superior Town Board of Trustees, | am submitting this letter as formal
13-2 comment on the draft CCP/EIS. We have previously submitted comments to USFWS in 3 . . - . .
2003, stating our preference for Alternative C — Ecological Restoration, with the 13-6. The Service believes that a I_I mited, hi 9h|¥ m_anagaj hunting
following modifications: program would be a safe and positive form of wildlife dependent
* Allowance for a Rocky Flats Cold War Museum/Visitor Center to be located on recreation on the Refuge, and would complement other tools for
the RFNWR. site. . . . .
e The addition of two visitor overlook sites, one that would overlook the old managing ungulate pOpU| atl On_S, ”_: necessary. Ob_JeCtlve 1.6 — Deer
industrial site, and one that would overlook the north end of the site (Rock Creek and Elk Management, and Objective 2.10 — Hunting Program was
?esf‘“’)- e e Kool revised in the FEISto better correlate the establishment and analysis
. rail connections shou e limited to serve muse visitor center and overlooks. . . . .
« Ensure that all public access is limited to daylight hours. of target population size and public hunting programs.
e Preserve and maintain all of the Lindsay Ranch buildings.
e Secure Federal ownership of mineral rights.
133 Our preference for this plan has not changed. However, in addition to restating our
preference for Altemative C, with the above modifications, we would also like to provide
the following comments for consideration by USFWS.
13-4 Regardless of the adopted alternative, The Town of Superior:
13-5 = supports the creation of the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge.
13-6 o strongly recommends the use of security fencing and signage around the Dept. of
Energy (DOE) retained lands to keep the public off these areas.
e strongly discourages the authorization of any public hunting on the site.
124 E. Coal Creek Drive * Superior, CO 80027 + (303) 499-3675
Fax: (303) 499-3677 = www.townofsuperior.com
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Letter #13 continued

Response

#
13-7. The Service believes that the proposed weed management
objectives would take a proactive approach to reducing weed
infestations over the life of the CCP.
13-7 ﬁgﬁ:&‘:‘fm‘i‘;e USFWS engage in proactive control of invasive weeds 13-8. Prescribed fire would be one component of a comprehensive
13-8 supports the use of prescribed burns only as a control method of last resort, and vegetation managemmt Strateg_y that may be used, in conqert with
strongly recommends that prescribed burns never be used on DOE retained lands. other techni ques, to restore native or asslands, reduce the risk for
ends that public access to the site be limited to pedestrian access only. 1A . . .
13.9 Tespepeens ot and bioyels uses woukd have detrimental impacts o the site's unpl anne_d wildfire, ar_1d where appropriate, red_uce_ weed infestations.
- trails and wildlife habitats. The Service does not intend to use prescribed fire in the DOE
strongly recommends that public access to the site be limited to on-trail access retained lands and is not aware of any plans for the DOE to use
13-10 only. We feel that safety and habitat concerns outweigh any need for public off- pr escribed fire.
trail access. "
- ds that the USFWS not rush to meet arbitrary implementation — .
13-11 :1?;2}1“&“11? The Townesuppoﬂs then allowance of ample time to ensure the site is B_Oth the_ EPA and CDPHE have indicated that the use Of pr_escn b&j
safe for public access and that the potential ecological impacts of public access fire outside of the DOE retained area would not pose a significant risk
have been fully considered. to firefighters, Service personnel, or the general public (Appendix D).
13-12 Again, on behalf on the Superior Town Board of Trustees, I thank you for this However, in theinterest of caution and respect for the concerns of the
v opportunity to comment on the draft CCP/EIS. We look forward to continued public, the Service does not propose using prescribed fire on the
cooperative efforts to make the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge an asset for all our eastern porti on of the Refu ge between Walnut Creek to the north and
communities. .
Woman Creek to the south (Figure 10).
Sincerely, . . .
¥ B 13-9. In Alternative B and D, the Service would allow equestrian and
F-fif';/%_;—;:_:.______ bicycle access as modes of transportation that would facilitate access
ok N = to priority public uses of the Refuge. A secondary benefit would be
Mayor the ability to complement and improve regional trail connectivity.
The size of the Refuge also would warrant other modes of access
Cc:  Superior Town Board of Trustees besides hiking. For example, in Alternative B the trail distance
gmqe g’:ﬁﬁs, Lc{:wn Managte;n Smllpe:i;r ) between the proposed trail connection near the Town of Superior and
, Managemen al uperior .. . . .
David Abelson, Exee. Dir, Rocky Flats Coaltion of Local Governments the visitor contact station would be 3.5 miles one way, which may be
too far round-trip for some Refuge visitors.
As noted in the Compatibility Determination, 72% of the multi-use
trails would be constructed using existing roads that would be
converted to trails. Such access would have very few additional
habitat impacts. While weed dispersal, socia trails, wildlife
disturbance and other impacts to natural resources would be a
concern, the Service does not believe that these impacts would be
substantially reduced by excluding bicycles and equestrians from the
Refuge.
Con;ﬁent Letter #13 continued Response
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13-10. Seasonal off-trail hiking access would be allowed in the
southern portion of the Refuge in Alternative B as a practical means
of allowing amateur naturalists, wildlife photographers or others
better accessto their subjects. It isanticipated that off-trail usein this
area would be limited in numbers and highly dispersed and would not
adversely affect vegetation communities or wildlife. With regard to
safety concerns, the Service believes that those visitors who
participate in off-trail access on the Refuge would be responsible for
their own physical safety, as would be the case on other public lands
open to the public. In regard to specific concerns about residual
contamination, the EPA and CDPHE have verified that any proposed
public uses, including off-trail use, would be safe. In addition, the
proposed off-trail use areas (Figure 25) are outside of the DOE
retained area and other areas of residual soil contamination (Figure
4).

13-11. The Refuge will not be established until the EPA certifies that
the land has been cleaned up to be safe for the proposed Refuge uses.
Once the Refuge is established, the Service proposes to initialy focus
on habitat restoration in the first 5 years before expanding public use
opportunities. The 5-year target date isnot afirm deadline, and is
contingent on successful habitat restoration and sufficient funding to
construct and manage visitor use facilities. As conditions change and
the Refuge condition evolves, the Service would be adaptable to
those changes.

13-12. Thank you for your comments.
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# Letter #14 Response
Post Office Box 471 + Boulder, Colorodo BO304
Board of County Commissioners
131h & Pear Streets » Boulder County Courthouse + Boulder, cﬂ&g’ ﬁuap 441-3500 14-1. Thank you for your comments.
4 ED 14-2. Thank you for your comment.
PR 25
4/22/04 ;,é’c-%ﬁs»a Wiy Although the Refuge will not be established ur_1ti_| thecleanup is
m”"’”ﬂsmmmm completed, and the EPA and CDPHE have verified that all refuge
Formal Comments from Boulder County Commissioners to Department activities would be safe for the refuge worker and visitor, the Service
of Fish & Wildlife on the Rocky Flats Refuge Proposals CCP/EIS believes that the proposed plan for Refuge management and public
As a member of the Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments, Boulder County has accessis appropri ately conser vati_ve and reSpO_nSi veto concerns_
14-1 - provided regular and consistent input and discussion on the clean-up of Rocky Flats, and Most of the reﬂ_jge would be re_gn cted to publ I(? aCCGSS for thefirst 5
to its use as a wildlife refuge consistent with the provisions of the Rocky Flats National yearsto alow timefor restoration efforts to be initiated.
Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001. 14-3. Thank you for your comment.
Boulder County supported the passage of the Refuge Act and supports the transfer of use
14-2 of this land from a former weapons site to a wildlife refuge. We feel this is the highest
and best use of these lands, given their former history of use and contamination.
However, we believe that there should be no rush to open this land to the public, and that
methodical oversight and planning procedures need to be in place prior to opening. The
county’s comments are submitted in the spirit of obtaining the best and safest cleanup,
and the best refuge management practices.
Boulder County’s position: We support Fish & Wildlife Proposed
14-3

Alternative A as our first priority, with Alternative C

as our second priority.

Both of these alternatives would permit far reduced access than either
Alternative B, which Fish & Wildlife is recommending, or Alternative D,
which provides the greatest public access.

Poul Danish Ronoid K. Stewort Torn Meayor
Courty Commissiones County Commissonss County Commissones

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 59

Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement




Comment

# Letter #14 continued Response
Rostileting bl iccins 1 ot v el iy OR 14-_4. Section 1.8 of the FEIS was r_evised _to indicate that the Service
believes that a four-strand barbed-wire agricultural fence and/or
permanent obelisks with appropriate signage would best demarcate
144 Boulder County believes that public access should not be permitted in the section the DOE retained area, keep any livestock out of the DOE retained
of the refuge held by the Department of Energy as defined on Fish and Wildlife area, and indicate the DOE lands would be closed to pub| ic access.
maps as of this date. This includes the Industrial Area, areas to the east that Such a fence would not adversely affect the movement of wildlife
contain monitoring stations and solar ponds, and the Old Landfill. The public across the site, and would not be visually obtrusive. The Service has
should not be allowed access to such facilities in the DOE zone as the monitoring provided these recommendations to the RFCA parties. The DOE will
stations, retention ponds, or landfill caps, for reasons of their safety as much as be reSponSl blefor the managernmt and %CUfity of cl eanup related
for reasons of ensuring that paths, erosion, and other impacts do not damage the facilities.
integrity of the remediation, and protection from intentional acts of vandalism. The CCP/EIS does Speci fica |y define the area of the future refuge
We are sure that both the DOE and F&W agree with this. Yet, neither the DOE where public uses would be authorized. This hasthe same result as
nor the F&W in this current plan have outlined how they intend to keep the public specifically designating “off-limits’” areas because no use of a
from hiking, biking, horseback riding, fishing, swimming, or exploring around National Wildlife Refuge is allowed unlessit is specifically
these areas. authorized. Accessto DOE landsis clearly outside the scope of the
CCP/EIS. However, the Service has recommended to the RFCA
Representatives from the Department of Energy, at its Rocky Flats Cleanup partles that the DOE retained lands be pOﬁGj with s gns that prOhI bit
14-5 public entry.

Availability Session on April 14, said that they had not yet determined what
specific “institutional controls™ were necessary to keep people out of certain
areas, nor had they even identified the specific areas that warrant public access
controls. This is particularly disturbing, since local governments and citizens
affected by the clean up and by refuge use decisions are being asked to submit
their formal public comments on the CCP/EIS governing Fish & Wildlife use of
the refuge by April 26. Since the DOE-held areas in question are within the
perimeter of the current Rocky Flats property, we think that this fundamental
question of which specific areas will be off-limits to the public, and how public
access controls will be institutionalized, must be resolved before the surrounding
buffer area is opened to the public. Vague references to “institutional controls”™

should not substitute for adequate, robust fencing.

14-5. Seeresponse to comment 14-4.
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Letter #14 continued

Response

#
-3-

14-6 Until the Department of Energy has specified in detail exactly which portion of 14-6. A Refuge Com_prehms-ve Congvati on Plan is a document
Rocky Flats it intends to keep under its jurisdiction and protection, we do not that (_:Iescrl bes the desi rgj future conditions of the_ Refuge and .
believe that any lands should be transferred to Fish and Wildlife. The decision of provides long-range guidance and management direction to achieve
specifically which lands are to be included in the DOE-retained area, and any the p_ur POSes of the Refuge' The Refuge Act SpeCIfI cal Iy rmql red t_he
o s . Service to develop a CCP by December 31, 2004 in consultation with
institutional co_mrols thal- W’I-]l be m-'lplemcntcd to prc\‘fe?l public acc.ess. musT be the RECA partles, the RECLOG, and others. The Act speC|flcaI |y
made before Fish and Wildlife decides how the remaining surrounding area is to requiresthe Service to address and make recommendations on a
be used. Decommissioning of Rocky Flats and its transfer to refuge status number of issues inc uding the feasibil ity and location of avisitor
should not occur unless a substantial and sufficient barrier around DOE-retained center.
fands s n place. The CCP will not be implemented until after the site has been

certified by the EPA and transferred to the Service. The Service has
been in continued contact with the DOE during the CCP planning
process and has been apprised of the approximate boundaries of the
lands that will be retained. Obvioudly, the Service can only accept
transfer of lands that DOE isnot required to retain, and offers up for
Before the public is allowed on the Refuge, the Department of Energy transfer. The Refuge Act ra:]Uirﬁ DOE toretain all prOperty needed
14-7 to ensure the long-term protectiveness of theremedy. The Service

must first define exactly which area it will retain. Before public access,
Fish & Wildlife and the Department of Energy both have the responsibility
to clarify specifically how they will keep the DOE-retained lands strictly
“off-limits” to the public. Among other approaches, Boulder County

believes that DOE-retained areas must be contained by robust fencing.

will not ask DOE for any lands that the DOE does not offer for
transfer.

While the exact boundaries are likely to change prior to Refuge
establishment, the Service is confident that the genera nature of the
lands and resources that would be included in the Refuge will not
change. For these reasons, the Serviceis confident that it is both
reasonable and effective to complete the CCP process at thistime.
See response to comment 14-4 regarding the demarcation of the DOE
retained area

14-7. Asstated in responses to comments 14-4 and 14-6, any public
access would not occur prior to certification and transfer of lands to
the Service,
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Letter #14 continued

Response

14-8

14-9

Funding for the Fish and Wildlife Department must be adequate to achieve
and maintain any potentially hazardous situations that may be discovered at
Rocky Flats in the future,

While the Fish & Wildlife Draft CCP/EIS reiterates its commitment to goals of
safety (pages 3 and 4), we fear that Fish and Wildlife has not been given sufficient
resources to guarantee this end. Commissioner Paul Danish recommended in
March to Chris Kearney, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Policy, Department of
the Interior, that cold war sites and prior nuclear weapons sites that are being
converted to wildlife refuges be treated and staffed in a fundamentally different
manner from other wildlife refuges that do not have the same kind of

contamination history that Rocky Flats and other similar sites have.

It is unreasonable to expect the Department of Interior and Fish and Wildlife to
manage these highly problematic properties through reliance on a reallocation of
their already-scarce resources. The Department of Interior should ask Congress
for additional funds as this serious oversight mandate should not be allowed to go
unfounded. We re prepared to pursue this matter with our congressional

delegation.

The funding for the Department of Interior and Fish and Wildlife should be
increased accordingly to reflect its increased levels of responsibility for the
Rocky Flats Wildlife Refuge.

14-8. Thank you for your comment.

14-9. Thank you for your comment.
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# Letter #14 continued Response
-5-
14-10. The Refuge will not be established until the EPA certifies that
14-10 3. Potential for identification and management of future “surprises” CleanuP IS Compl ete, and that all of the lands that will become the
Refuge would be safe for all of the proposed Refuge management
Despite continued efforts by Kaiser-Hill to clean up contamination, we have seen activities, including public use. The Service has confidence that the
far too many examples over the past few years of “surprise” findings of hot characterization of the land that will become the Refuge is sufficient.
radionuclide spots. There has been a history of contamination being discovered The Service believesthat it is very unli kdy that s gnlfl cant
in unexpected places. Thus, we do not have the confidence we need to support an contamination will be discovered on lands transferred to become the
alternative such as Alternative B, which would permit extensive public use on the Refuge’ pUt aCknOWI edges that the dlscovery of prevl Ougy unknown
buffer portion of the refuge in the near future. releasesis p bl e The SerVI Ce does not intend to accept the
transfer of administrative jurisdiction for any land at Rocky Flats
until the Memorandum of Understanding between DOE and DO,
While there have been no indications to date that there are any “hot spots” in the required by the RefugeAct, isfinalized. It isthe Service sintent to
refuge buffer area, nor do we have the confidence that there has been adequate ensure that the final MOU will contain specm c provi sionsfor
characterization of the buffer areas where public access is proposed, which would responses to di scovery of previ ously unknown contaminant rel eases.
be needed to ensure that the refuge is a safe place for humans and horses. The FEIS was revised to include additional discussion of cl eanup-
related issues in Section 1.8.
The Coalition is working through the RFCA process to make sure
that the characterization of the buffer zone represents what’s really
out there. We need the adequate time to work through this process,
without rushing to permit access prematurely.
We also believe procedures must be spelled out that clearly deal
with future discoveries of hazardous materials.
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#
-6-
14-11. Asnoted in detail in response to comments made by Boulder
4 Eeological impacts County Parks and Open Space (| etter #15), the Service disagrees with
14-11 T R . N the assertion that the proposed trail alignments “areall in sensitive
ur wildlife biologist staff in our Parks and Open Space Department, which riparian habitat.” Durlng the plannlng process, the Service took
monitors habitat immediately north of the Rocky Flats Refuge, states that the trail speci al careto p| antrail confi gur ations that would avoid and
alignments in the Fish & Wildlife proposed Alternative B are all in sensitive minimizei mpactsto ri parian habitat. Of the 16.5 miles of trailsthat
riparian habitat in Rock Creek and Woman Creek, which would be are planned for Alternative B, 0.4 miles, or 2% of trail would be
counterproductive to the high wildlife value that these areas currently support. withinri parlan habitat areas. The 0.4 miles of trail that are within
riparian habitat areas are trail crossings, most of which are on existing
Alternative B, proposed by Fish & Wildlife, would only allow five years of time roads. Adequate bridging and habitat restoration will be used to
14-12 to implement restoration and conservation efforts before public access would be minimize trail Impacts a these crossi ngs.
allowed beyond access to Lindsay Ranch. The two alternatives Boulder County 14-12. The Service acknowl ajges that weed manage'nent and
supports would each allow 15 years to keep the public out of the area while ecol Ogl cal restoration would be a maJ or issue on the Refuge, and for
further analysis of the contamination level of the refuge is determined, which thisreason the Service has elected to focus thefirst 5 years of Refuge
secondarily benefits most wildlife on the refuge. management on habitat restoration. After 5 years, the Service
believes that the modest amount of public use proposed in Alternative
B would be compatible with on-going restoration efforts and would
) o be protective of wildlife habitat needs. The Refuge would not be
14-13 In order to best protect wildlife on the refuge, which is the highest priority use as established until the EPA has certified that the characterization and
defined in the authorizing legislation, public access should not be permitted in analysis of the site is sufficient, and that subsequent cleanup activities
ecologically sensitive areas. have been Comp| eted.
14-13. Asdiscussed in response to comment 14-11, the proposed
public use facilities in Alternative B would avoid ecologically
sensitive areas to the greatest extent possible. Trails within or in
close proximity to sensitive areas such asthe Rock Creek drainage
would be managed to minimize potential impacts to sensitive wildlife
Species.
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Letter #14 continued

Response

14-14

Conclusion: While we support the conversion of this land to a

wildlife refuge, we see no need to rush to this status by

permitting premature access by the public.

We must take the time to make sure the lands where the public
would be allowed are clean and safe, and that DOE and
Fish & Wildlife have given us a plan to make sure people

will not be able to access contaminated areas.

14-14. Thank you for your comments.
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15-1. Thank you for your comments.
RECEIVED . . .
R 26 004 15-2. The Service agrees that Alternative A, No Action, would
) o G provide insufficient habitat management that could result in increased
Apeih 26, 2005 S —— degradation of wildlife habitat dueto the continued proliferation of
Comments on the draft Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge CompRHEHERYNTAN ARSENAL KR noxious weeds. With regard to ongoing site characterization, the
Conservation Pia“FféguE“"izfgg?g;:‘f‘t Impact Statement Refuge would not be established until the EPA has certified that the
R characterization and analysis of the siteis sufficient, and that
15-1 The following general comments regard the four alternative management actions that S_jbsa]uent cl eanup activities have been Comp| eted.
- have been proposed in this draft CCP/EIS. My comments are based on the perspective of
a wild]ifg biologist who is responsible for wildlife management and ecological function 15-3. Alternative B does not allocate on|y 5 years" to imp| ement
of the adjacent Boulder County Parks and Open Space Department public lands: restoration and conservation efforts. Those efforts will continue
1- Acceptance of Alternative A would allow for a longer period of time (15 years) to throughout thelifeof the plan, just asin Alternative C. Alternative
15-2 keep the public out of_the area ‘whilc further a.nailysis of the comam_ina?ion level of Bs mply pro\n desthefirge 5 y%rs to concentrate on those restoration
the refuge was determined. This would secondarily benefit most wildlife on the d ati efforts bef th iority of ubli
refuge by eliminating any negative impact resulting from increased recreational an conservaiion orts orethe mgority Of public uses are
activities. This alternative does not allow a sufficient level of active management | mp| emented.
to occur, however, which is necessary for recovery and maintenance of much of . ) . . .
the habitat on the refuge. Thus, this alternative would be my second choice. The Service di sagrees wi th the assertion that the proposed trail
2- Acceptance of Altemnative B, the Preferred Action, would only allocate 5 years to a |gnments in Alternative B ar? all in sensitiveri parian habl tatin
15-3 implement restoration and conservation efforts before allowing public access. Rock Creek and Woman Creek.” In the Rock Creek drai nage, 0.3
This shortened limcﬁ'aml? would rc_sul_l in la?s wildlife conservation management miles, or 9% of the proposed 3.4 miles of trail would be within
progress as other alternatives that limit public access to the property. When public . . All of th ilsth Id h h ri .
access begins, resources would then undoubtedly be re-appropriated to provide rparian areas. Al of thetralsthat would crosst rougn riparian areas
for public service and would reduce funding for subsequent restoration and would be on existi ng roads, and would be cl osed seasonal |y to protect
management efforts. Also, the trail alignments in Alt. B are all in sensitive i Al : ~ i .
i ieica Tt 6 Riok Croelc il Wominresk. THiswoubibe sensitive Wl|d| ife species. The east yveﬂ multi-use trail near the Rock
counterproductive to the high wildlife value that these areas currently support. Creek drainage would be on the pediment top about 50 vertical feet
T —— " ey - above the drainage, and would be generally about 175 feet from the
o ternative also gIves managers years to 558 restorafion 1s5ues wnile
15-4 providing greater financial resources and staff to implement these activities. This s ope wetlands and between 300 and 600 feet from the stream bottom.
alternative would be my preference, if it allowed hunting as a management tool or
provided encugh staff resources or CDOW involvement to cull ungulate herds as In the Woman Creek drainage, 0.1 miles, or 2% of the proposed 4.6
necessary to maintain ecological integrity. This alternative also minimizes the . . A .
potential impact from the public by keeping the refuge essentially closed. A miles of trail would be withinri parian areas. Most of the proposed
downside to this proposal, as written, would be the loss of the Lindsay Ranch multi-usetrail would be on an existing roads that are no less than
homestead. abol . . . . .
ut 150 feet from riparian habitat, with the exception of several
15-5 4- Alternative D would not be preferred with respect to wildlife habitat and small stream crossings that would use existing road crossings.

population restoration and subsequent conservation efforts. This alternative
focuses primarily on public recreational use and would encourage more visitation,
even thought it would receive more funding for restoration and staffing. As
mentioned earlier, increased public visitation would have some level of negative
impacts to wildlife on the refuge.
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During the planning process, the Service took special careto plan
_ - O trail configurations that would avoid and minimize impactsto
i t A . . .
;2:,‘;?;‘::;?:: o i‘ﬁ;,]r}ﬁl;‘:;:f:;fﬁjjr e riparian habitat. Overall, of the 16.5 miles of trails that are planned
for Alternative B, 0.4 miles, or 2% of trail would be within riparian
15-6 * Soil types should b_e considered regarding the decision to accept prairie dogs from habitat areas. The 0.4 miles of trail that are within ri pari an habitat
- outside the refuge in the future. If FWS has to create artificial burrows to K . R ..
accommodate these prairie dogs, they would prove difficult to construct in the areasare tral_l Cf ngs, m(-)ﬁ of whi Ch ae On existi ng roads.
cobbly soils that encompass much of the area. Our experience on Boulder County Adequate bri dg| ng and habitat restoration will be used to minimize
open space north of the proposed refuge has shown this to be the case in very o o
similar habitat. [ would recommend wording to indicate that limitation, regardless trail ImpaCtS at these crossi ngs.
of which slemivo e dccapied. 15-4. Alternative C would not include public hunting on the grounds
e The target acreages of prairie dogs in any of these options, from 500 to 1,000 that the Refuge would be closed to all public access, with the
15-7 acres, out of a total of 2,460 potentially available acres, could be problematic excepti on of gui ded tours. There would be sufficient resources to
towards weed control and mixed/tall grass conservation. I suggest that FWS scale | wild | . i ;
back the prairie dog acreage goals and incorporate existing protected prairie dog control wild ungulates, if necessary, thrOUQh selective culli ng.
conservation acreage, on surrounding Boulder County, Jefferson County and City . . R
of Boulder public lands, in analyzing the best capacity for prairie dogs based on a 15-5. While Alternative D would have greater effects on wildlife and
landscape analysis, inclusive of these other surrounding protected lands. It would habitat than Alternative B, the Service believes that the effects would
also be beneficial to have cooperative agreements in place with these surrounding . . .
jurisdictions to monitor and report sylvatic plague in the region. be C(_)I’_T]paﬂ ble wi th the habitat management goal sof the Ref Uge
Additiona analysis (Table 14) has shown that the length of trail per
« All current prairie dog colonies appear to be on the edges of the refuge. This will i ;
15-8 result in conflicts with neighboring landowners and municipalities undoubtedly as acr_e_|r_1 Alternative D would be lower than other nearby open space
these colonies expand to the levels described in each alternative. The plan should facilities.
outline strategies for buffer zones, containment and other management activities . )
to address this situation. I would strongly recommend some type of IGA with the 15-6. Section 3.6 of the DEIS and the FEIS, aswell as Figure 19,
P]Jt?lic l:ﬂAd” m?as?;f?dm“mﬁe?» Jeffef??“:nd E?;:]dfr ‘fjﬂumies and “:e includes an analysis of potential prairie dog habitat on the Refuge.
cities o ada and Boulder regarding prairie dog habitat and management on . . ) . .
these border areas on the north, south and east perimeters of the refuge. Thisanalysis was based on a habitat model that included soils.
15-9 e Prairie dog management as proposed in Alt. A could possibly be detrimental to 15-7. The Service acknowl edges that _Sug:ai nable prai rie dOg
future sharp-tailed grouse reintroductions, if they impactedlldhe T.:II grass & management needs to be balanced against other management
community that this species would utilize for cover. 1would either reject this .. .
alternative for that reason, or modify it to include active management of prairie concerns. Currmtly' the_re ael0 E_iCI‘eS of pra' ne dog colonies at
dog colonies where necessary, as given in Alt. C. Rocky Flats, most of which are adjacent to Highway 128 and nearby
15-10 O s ikl dEd : County open space lands. The Service has carefully examined
. e issue of impact to Preble’s mouse populations from evelopment was . . . . L
brought up in public hearings as well. Dr. Carron Meaney and associates recently aval |able habitat and histori Cal _pral re do_g_ areasat ROCk_y Flats, and
completed a study for the City of Boulder OSMP on this topic of Preble’s believes that the suggested limitsfor prairie dog expanson are
population response to recreational trails. I would recommend this information be ; i Al ; - :
incorporated into the decision of trail building along the riparian corridors. It was appropriate guli delinesto allow TOI' S‘Ig:al nable pral n e_ dOg expanson.
15-11 published in The Prairie Naturalist 34(3/4): September/December 2002. One of_the_purposm of these guiddlinesisto limit prairie dog
expansion into xeric tallgrass communities.
s The issue of fencing around the DOE-retained core area has been brought up. If
fencing is installed, I would encourage that a minimal design is used, just enough
to enhance public understanding that it is a closed area, but not enough to inhibit
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#
The Service appreciates the County’ s suggestion regarding weed
i N— (prairc d et control issues, and hasrevised Objective 1.7 — Prairie Dog
most wildlife movement through the core area (praine dogs could be the . .
exception (o this). Management to better co_rrel ate prairie dog expansion an_d weed
management efforts. Objective 5.2 — Conservation, outlinesthat the
15-12 e Each alternative has proposed that grazing be allowed. Most of the focus is on Service will work with ajj acent juri sdictions to address cross-
- high intensity-short duration grazing. This type of grazing would necessitate g >
some level of prairie dog and/or noxious weed management to follow up this boundary reia)urce management | Ssues. Specm C agreements would
regime. We would suggest that either: having sufficient staff to monitor and be arranged in the future on an as-needed basis.
control prairie dog/noxious weed growth on these grazed areas (opposite of what o . . X X
is proposed in Alt. A); or have outside researchers involved in monitoring this 15-8. Obj ective 5.2 — Conservation, outlines that the Service will
type of grazing regime and experimenting with alternate grazing regimes to HISD work with adj acent jurisdictions to address cross—boundary resource
grazing, as proposed. These research contracts should be integral with this CCP. s e
management issues. Asmost of the prairie dogs at Rocky Fats
o Ifany alternative besides Alt. A is chosen, then some level of on-the-ground appear to be associated with populations across Highway 128 on
15-13 human activity will be introduced to a location that has not experienced this type County open space lands, thisisa good example of an Opportunity for
of human presence for at least 50 years. If one of these alternatives is ; . .
implemented, we would suggest implementing some type of research on the the Service to work with the County on prairie dog management.
impacts of human presence to the local wildlife populations, prior to the refuge Specifi C agreements would be arrangaj in the future on an as-needed
being opened to the public. This would be an excellent opportunity to gather basis
baseline data on populations, behavior, etc. and compare it to post-recreational d
g femoe o e WIS popiaions 15-9. The Service agrees that unmanaged prairie dog expansion in
Alternative A hasthe potentia to adversaly impact several sensitive
15-14 The . ; ; ; . . .
ank you for the opportunity to comment on this CCP/EIS draft document. resources, includi ng sharp—tal led grouse habitat. However, this
situation reflects redlities of the “no action” scenario.
Mark Brennan . . . .
Wildlife Specialist 15-10._ Dr. M _eaney’ sarticlewas consa_dered m_the anz_alyss of
Boulder County Parks and Open Space Department potential trail impactsto Preble’ sthat isfound in Section 4.6. In
addition, see response to comment 15-3. All of thetrailsthat are
planned in Preble’ s habitat would be located on existing roads, and
that most of these areas would be subject to seasonal closures.
15-11. Thank you for your comment. While the exact nature of the
fencing around the DOE retained areaisthe responshility of the
RFCA parties, the Service has recommended a four-strand barbed-
wire fence and/or obelisks that allow for the movement of wildlife
across the site.
15-12. Managed grazing would be permitted in Alternatives B and C.
As any grazing regime would be highly managed, Refuge staff would
monitor itsresults and any adverse effects. Specific plans grazing
regimes management and monitoring would be identified in a step-
down Vegetation and Wildlife Management Plan.
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15-13. Whilethe Service agrees that the proposed al ternatives would
change the nature and frequency of human uses in the buffer zone,
these changes are not anticipated to adversely affect wildlife under
any alternative. The Service believes that the phased implementation
plan would allow for wildlife and Refuge managers to adjust to new
human uses on the Refuge. Objective 5.3 — Research, would
encourage scientific research related to the impacts of public use on
wildlife populations. However, the Service does not believe that it is
necessary to suspend public use until such research in completed.

15-14. Thank you for your comments.
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# Letter #16 Response
Board of County Commissioners
April 26, 2004 e e
Patricia B. Holloway
Diistr . . .
i o P 16-1. Thank you for your comments. The configuration of the DOE
RE District No. 3 retained areawill be decided by the RFCA Parties.
APR 2 7 -
Rocky Flats NWR i g
Comprehensive Conservation Plan S, FiSk &
Laurie Shannon, Planning Team Leader MCWMWMW”E%@
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service %m
Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR - Building 121
Commerce City, CO 80022-1748
Re: Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan & Environmental Impact Statement for
Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge, February, 2004
Dear Laurie:
16-1 Thank you for providing Jefferson County with the opportunity to comment on the “Draft

Comprehensive Conservation Plan & Environmental Impact Statement” for Rocky Flats National
Wildlife Refuge. We continue to appreciate both yours and Dean Rundle’s time and
commitment to exploring the best outcome for this area.

As you are aware, the predominant land area of Rocky Flats is within unincorporated Jefferson
County. We therefore have deep appreciation for the assets that the Wildlife Refuge can provide
the regional community and at the same time integrate with the surrounding open space
programs particularly Jefferson County’s Open Space Program. Jefferson County helped pioneer
the open space movement in Colorado by establishing a very successful program over three
decades ago. We will continue to pledge to make our experience and expertise available
throughout the process. We are also one of the founding members of the Rocky Flats Coalition
of Local Governments. With that being said we truly have a vested interest in the outcome of
the management of the refuge and its integration with our County plans.

In addition, we encourage the continual communication between the Department of Energy
(DOE) and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) to the extent possible, minimize
the DOE’s footprint within the Industrial area. We will continue to have as our highest priorities
the public health safety and welfare of our citizens and visitors to Jefferson County. In so doing,
we want to see maximum clean up efforts and minimization of the residual contamination. Thus
returning this once weapons factor for the Cold War era to land for creating a wildlife refuge.

We reviewed the document and continue to support the preferred alternative “Alternative B:
Wildlife, Habitat & Public Use (Proposed Action)” with modifications. This altemative with
modifications encompasses the appropriate balance between compatibility with Jefferson
County’s planning efforts, the recognition of historic use as a Weapon’s production plant, the
cleanup efforts by the Department of Energy, public use/safety and the ecological/wildlife

100 Jetterson County Parkway, Golden, Colorado 80419
(303} 279-6511
hitp-ifefico.us
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# Letter #16 continued Response
Rocky Flats NWR
Laurie Shannon, Planning Team Leader
‘[’,‘:;el]?:jjm“ 16-2. The Service agrees that if weed management efforts are to be
successful, abroad range of management tools needs to be available.
N . S R ik " N The Service would work with Jefferson County and other
components the site has to offer. e site in itself 1s so large that people forget to look at the site FC . _
as a set of subsystems that don’t necessarily need to have one solution for the entire site. By j_UrISjI_CtI onsin the devel opment of step down management pl ans,
example, the Town of Superior is only % the size of the current Department of Energy owned includi ngan Integrated Pest Management Plan.
land. . . . . .
16-3. During the winter of 2003/2004, the Service, in partnership
o e S i with DOE, the Cold War Museum, and the Jfferson Courty
below: : Gl Historical Society, stabilized the Lindsay barn, which was severely
damaged during the March 2003 blizzard. The east and west wings
Recommended modifications: . . .
were essentially rebuilt. After evaluation of the farmhouse, the
Wildlife and Habitat Management: Service has concluded that it isin adilapidated condition and may be
16-2 o Reaffirmation of Weed Mansgement:. Jefferson County employs van'o}ls options and weathered beyond repaj r. The Service hasretained the Opti on of
methods to address weed management issues throughout the County. Given the d lishi he f h if i anifi f h d
challenges of many invasive species, Jefferson County feels the Service should keep all emoli mg the farmhouse If 1t poses asgni |Can_t ety azar - to
its options open to address weed problems and be aggressive in combating the problem. Refuge visitors. Chapter 3 of the Fina CCP/EIS includes additional
It is also a key to ecological restoration. Prescribed controlled bumns, grazing, mowing information on the hlstory and present condition of the Llndsay
and spraying programs may be necessary to limit weed infestation on-site as well as the
spread of weeds off-site. Close monitoring and coordination with all surrounding Ranch.
jurisdictions is a key to controlling and capturing the synergy of joint efforts. . . .
As stated in therationale for Alternatives A, B, and D under
e Objective 6.4, the Service would be willing to work with partners and
Public Use, Education & Interpretation: consider stabilizing the house if resources could be found through
16-3 o Lindsay Ranch - We are appreciative of Senator Allard’s and Congressman Udall’s partnerships or grantsto undertake such a project. The Service agrees
intent in the Rocky Flats Wildlife Refuge legislation, as requested by Jefferson County, that the house can be interpreted whether it remains standing or not
to preserve and where possible rehabilitate the Lindsay Ranch structures. This X - X X
irreplaceable remnant of our pioneer heritage needs stabilization and reliable funding to through avariety of media such asinterpretive panels. TheEIS has
Eomi"ueifs a 'emi"d?; Ofbysvn;; era. We sieleints of any preperty in chfc;,m th been revised to reflect this. The Serviceis concerned about the house
ounty that can provide a more fitting example of early twentieth century ranching than . . . P
the Lindsay Ranch and once again encourage the total preservation of the Ranch. becor_nl ng an_attraCtlve nuisance if |_t is fenced Off_! and the type of
Recently the Service and Jefferson County staff had discussions and it is our security fencing that would be required to keep visitors away could
understanding of the Service's inler‘pmlalio.n o.f the bill language is that you still could detract from the visual qual ities of the area.
remove any and all ranch structures. At this time we are adamantly opposed to the
demolishing of any structures and request that a detail structural report be
completed outlining the costs of rehabilitation, maintenance and interpretation all
structures associated with the Lindsay Ranch. Our goal is to see that all structures
remain, to provide the contextual relationship of the ranch and be open to the
public. Any structures removed diminish the sense the public could gain of this bygone
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# Letter #16 continued Response
Rocky Flats NWR Sl . . .
Laurie Shianrion; Plaiinisig Teani Leader 16-4. Several jurisdictionshave sugge_ﬂed additional trall_ loops in
April 26, 2004 the southern part of the Refuge. Revisions to the Alternative B trails
Fage Thees include atrail connection to the southwest, a more direct connection
to the east, and anew southern east-west trail alignment that provides
era. Therefore, if the house, determined through this structural study (performed by a amore diverse and higher quality trail experience. Thesetrail
n?xperienc_:ed with expertise on such is;ues),_p{ovcs o be impr:'lclica] for ; revisionsdo not s gnlfl cantly Change the total Iength of trailsin
restoration then it should be allowed to remain until it deteriorates with appropriate . . . T ‘.-
safeguards for viewing the exterior. Altern_atlve B. The Service bdi eves that the significant additi ons to
| e G L T the trail system would no longer strike the balance between public
e ke e AT N e d use and habitat management that Alternative B seeks to achieve,
would add to the overall trail length without contributing to the
16-4 o Trail I.oops; The Count)f ?pprcciutlcs the efforts the Service has cntlgag.c_d i". working with quality of the experience, and would add to the cost of trail
the surrounding communities on trailheads and access within the site. Traditionally, the R
citizens of Jefferson County and those using the Jefferson County Open Space system maintenance.
have visited and appreciated the various ecosystems of the County through carefully . . Lo
planned trail systems. We strongly encourage the addition of carefully planned trail 16-5. Duetothelevd of disturbance to the site, alimited budget for
loops, Ihc Rocky Filats Wildlilfc Refuge can serve its mis‘_sion through a s_en'es of!r_ai]s that Refuge management, and pUb| ic concerns about access to the Refuge’
are sensitive to habitat and wildlife needs, and inform neighbors and visitors of this he Servi has el ed . in th bli . | .
resource. The trail loops provide an inviting experience to the public and minimizes the the vice has elect '_:O maintain the public useimp ernmtatlo_n
overuse of any one trail. Qur experience shows that dead-end trails increases plan that was propom in the Draft CCP/EIS. By focus ng staffi ng
deterioration oft}}c?rail a.nd.rcd.uccs the enjoyment of trail users. Given the size o‘fthc and budgetary resources on habitat restoration in the first 5 years, the
refuge and the existing roads, we believe a balance can be found to meet everyone’s Service would be able to reduce the seventy of noxious weed
needs.
16-5 e " & R — infestations, and initiate road restoration before public trail use would
- n addition the Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan & Environmental Impac . . . .
Statement Alternative B indicates that the only trail to open at the onset of USFWS introduce a ne\{v dlstur_bz_ir_‘lce onto the Iandscape However, Obj ective
management is the trail to the Lindsay Ranch. Other trails would not open until 5 2.13 — Recreation Facilities has been revised to allow greater
years into the 15-year plan. We recommend that if trails, particularly those on the ihility i H it P P P P
southern portion of the site, can be open sooner, the USFWS should not bind flexi bll Ity n Openln.g additional trailsin thefirst five years if
themselves with this document to the 5 years. We believe to put such a limitation of conditions and funding allow.
5 years in the document is too premature. Trail opening could be tied to reduction . .
of the roadway footprint to a trail and to other regional trail connections. 16-6. Inthe DEIS and FEIS, the Front Range Trail was considered to
16-6 be a Reasonably Foreseeable Activity that was planned to occur

o Addition of the analysis of potential Colorado Front Range Trail inclusion on the
Refuge — The vision for the Governor’s Colorado Front Range Trail calls for a 725-mile
network of trails connecting Fort Collins in the north to Trinidad in southern Colorado.
While the issue has been discussed through this planning process, little or no analysis has
been provided to look at the reasonableness/viability of such a corridor through the
Refuge. We request that this analysis be part of the management planning process to
provide factual data on the opportunities and impacts of such a corridor.

No analysis was provided in the DRAFT.

outside of the Refuge. None of the alternatives considered
incorporating the Front Range Trail onto the Refuge, and thus the
effects were not analyzed.

In devel oping the alternatives, the Service examined if the Front
Range Trail could be accommodated on a portion of the site, and
found that there are currently no reasonable alternatives for locating
thetrail on the Refuge. The Service does not have alead rolein
planning the Front Range Trail, but will work with state agencies and
local government proponentsif any futuretrail aternatives are

devel oped that include the Refuge.
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# Letter #16 continued Response
Rocky Flats NWR
Laurie Shannon, Planning Team Leader
April 26, 2004 ) ) ) o
Page Four 16-7. Alternative B includes equestrian access on thetrailsin the
southern part of the Refuge, under the stipulations that are described
16-7 o Equestrian access: Jefferson County with its rich history of pioneer settlement, cattle inthe Compatl blllty Determination in Appendlx B.
and horse ranching and equestrian activities continues to this day with its equestrian . . . . .
tradition. Our Open Space areas share hundreds of miles of equestrian trails, the most 16-8. The Serviceislooki ng forward to continued collaboration with
prolific tra:il_systm i;: L‘ulorm;o. ;r} a;ifdition.gcccss and conr:zcti?s to city and the County and other nearby jurisdictions. Working with othersis
recreation district trails serve both Jefferson County and Boulder County equestrian H H
populations. The Rocky Flats Wildlife Refuge should provide the necessary link between one of the six pl anning goals of the Refuge‘
trails. If any issue was strongly expressed by the Jefferson County Open Space Advisory . . .
Committee, it was for the inclusion of equestrian trail uses within the refuge. 16-9. The Service would consider these and other resources duri ng
the management of the Refuge.
We are pleased that Alternative B is inclusive of equestrian use at least in the south
side of the site. 16-10. The Service would work with the County to establish
i appropriate emergency response protocols.
N t . .
© commens 16-11. The FEIS wasrevised accordingly.
16-8 Open & Effective Communication: . .
o We strongly encourage the continuation of the open communication throughout the 16-12. The Service does not anticipate a constant law enforcement
pia.rmjng‘i)lrocess a.nuc: cc:ntin;l; llhtlrlcol;ordinaliotl;;’pzli{m;crship with the surrounding presence on the Refuge_ However, the Service does bdieve that the
| 3 . .. .
TR R T P S proposed levels of staffing are sufficient to implement the
16-9 Working with Others: management objectives that are proposed in the CCP. Resources
o We ha\f§ sevelja] resources that the Service should cx_plorg thal‘ are utilized by Jefferson would be shared across the refuge compl ex that includes the ROCky
16-10 County including volunteers, the Jefferson County Historical Society, etc. R
o As part of the Emergency planning efforts, the County has an Emergency Management Mountain Arsenal NWR and Two Ponds NWR.
Coordinator and the Sheriff’'s Department that has worked with the site to help with
16-11 various issues.
o Asnoted in the document: “Coordinate ... mineral rights issues, and highway planning
along Indiana with local open space agencies and adjacent landowners.” Please revise to
say “with local governments” since some of the issues (mineral rights and transportation)
for Jefferson County are coordinated through the County Administrator’s office.
16-12

Refuge Operations:

o While we are not in the position to comment on the number of FTEs needed for the
management of the Refuge, we do want to express our view of the intent of proper and
effective management. The staffing of the Refuge should address the adopted alternative.
As in the case of Alternative B providing trail loops, trail heads and interpretation, there
should be enough presence to monitor proper use and enforce regulations protecting the
sited and resources. There should be adequate staffing to cover the entrances, circulate
around the site and be available on-site during the hours the Refuge is open to the public.
Certainly an after hour staff presence would be nice, however, contract security may be
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# Letter #16 continued Response
Rocky Flats NWR
Laurie Shannon, Planning Team Leader . . .
April 26, 2004 16-13. Asrequired by the Refuge Act, the Service analyzed different
Page Five fencing optionsin Section 4.15 — Fencing Considerations. A barbed-
wire boundary fence was recommended for all aternatives. Section
adequate during those hours. Additionally, we are assuming the number of FTEs 1.8 of the FEIS was revised to indicate that the Service believes that a
includes those who will assist in the restoration efforts. barbed-wire agn cultural fence and/or permanent obdisks with
From our expertise it appears that the number of FTEs appears to be % of what appropri aes gnage would best demarcate the DOE retained aea,
would be needed to provide adequate management. keep any livestock out of the DOE retained area, and indicate the
Other comments: DOE landswould be closed to public access. Such afence would not
16-13 o Perimeter Fencing: Early in the process of the draft legislation, a key issue voiced by the adversely affect the movement of wildlife across the site, and would
city of Arvada was the issue of fence .lypc since the 10(_:ation of Rockly Flats is at the not be visual |y obtrusive. The Service has prOVI ded these
gateway to the city and to Jefferson County. No mention was made in the proposed : .
management plan, so Jefferson County wants to voice their support for the city of recommendations to the RFCA parties.
Arvada’s position to minimize the use of obtrusive fencing and support the concept of a . . L.
traditional three-strand cattle fence, with stays, around the perimeter of the Refuge. 16-14. The DEIS and FEIS identify those resources that fall within a
- T distance of 50, 125, 300 feet from Indiana. The Service acknow-
suppo e siton at wi € retain Y the .
Department of Energy and to post any necessary information to communicate to the Iedgm that the _tranger of land f(?l’ the purposes of transportatl on
general public of the restricted access. improvementsis DOE' s responsibility and would occur prior to the
16-14 o Transportation Corridor: As you are aware, a major transportation corridor is needed establishment of the Refuge' The Refuge A.Ct di r_epts t.he iceto
through this portion of Jefferson County. Jefferson County, and the cities of Golden, address and make recommendations for the identification of any land
Il;]ak;wo;d %Qcat (lllidgcl.:w;q]a ansd \;’estn;_in;t_e;. Cq?pcllc::d a t\:a year smdy:tgg\;m as that DOE could make available for transportation improvements. The
e Northwest Quadrant Feasibility Study which identified the need to preserve 30U-feet : H H H
of right-of-way generally along the Indiana corridor. The implementation of this finding FEI Swasrevised tO ”?CI udea naN _SeCtI Ol'-] 4.16 that dlscum pOtm'
through the efforts of the Governor and local elected officials has progressed and the tial Refuge lands within a corridor immediately west of Indiana Street
Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) is initiating the Environmental Impact ; secti ;
Statement (EIS) for the corridor. We support the Service in their efforts to identify the up. '.:0 300 feet wide. Thenew .I O.n also descri bes recommended
impacts of the 300-foot corridor along the west side of Indiana to determine the impacts mitigation measures that would minimize adverse Impacts to the
:s it rela::es‘to lhle managerr‘;ent ol'thte‘ t]lle‘l:'lu%e. However, vrve do m:':_i se:a the Service as Refuge related to any transportati on improvements a ong Indiana
ransportation planners and request the determination of appropriate H H
transportation right-of-way width be a part of the EIS that will be completed by Street, Hi ghway 128, and Hi ghway 93.
CDOT. The Service analyzing the entire 300-foot width should identify all impacts
identified for the Service. It is not the function, nor is it within the expertise of the
Service to determine the width of the potential transportation corridor.
Analysis was provided within the document however, at times, statements were
made without measurable data, Minimal comments should be made and the
“Northwest Corridor Environmental Impact Statement” should fully explore each
issue and the cumulative impacts.
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Letter #16 continued

Response

16-15

16-16

16-17

16-18

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Michelle Lawrence
Chairman

Rocky Flats NWR

Laurie Shannon, Planning Team Leader
April 26, 2004

Page Six

o Mineral Rights: Jefferson County understands the Service's position on not managing

lands without the acquisition of the mineral rights. However, we have always been clear
in our position: We can support Federal ownership of the rights, provided that they can
be acquired from a willing seller and request you take appropriate steps to work with
the owners of the mineral rights to secure the ownership.

15-year Phasing: The Rocky Flats site has a long history of closure and restricted access.
With the impending changes in land utilization coupled with several very concerned and
involved communities along the Front Range, it is important to introduce the public to the
site as soon as it is reasonably possible. These are communities that appreciate open lands
and wildlife and the values they bring. As with the arsenal site, public access,
understanding and appreciation will further the role of the Service in keeping this
resource available to millions of Metro Denver's residents. Unlike the arsenal, this site
will be “clean” before the management is turned over to the Service, therefore, public use
can be more flexible. Jefferson County, therefore, is hoping that select portions of the
Refuge would be opened for public use as soon as is possible — almost immediately. We
don’t want to see analysis paralysis. We also encourage the Service, in conjunction with
the local government partners, to take advantage of the next three years before the official
transfer of the land, to explore the opportunities for i diate public access. For
example, large tracts of “buffer” lands never received direct manufacturing impacts from
plant operations and have remained virtually the same since our early pioneer days. They
are great examples of both tall and short grass prairie lands and prairie ecosystems that
can be combined with public use to find the appropriate balance for the Refuge.

Several references were made to “pre-settlement” conditions throughout the
document. It would be helpful to quantify what “pre-settlement” conditions are.

Thank you once again for the opportunity to comment. Please do not hesitate to contact us or
Nanette Neelan, Assistant County Administrator, for any additional information or assistance.
We are looking forward to the partnership in this Jefferson County jewel!

Sincerely,

e

ot

Richard M. Shg€han

16-15. Thank you for your comments.
16-16. Seeresponseto comment 16-5.
16-17. The FEIS wasrevised to clarify the meaning of “pre-

added to the glossary.

16-18. Thank you for your comments.
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modern use and disturbance of the site. This definition has been
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Rocky Flats NWR

Laurie Shannon, Planning Team Leader
April 26, 2004

Page Seven

BCC/mm

c: Colorado Congressional Delegation
Jefferson County Open Space Advisory Committee
David Abelson, RFCLoG Executive Director
Patrick Thompson, County Administrator
Nanette Neelan, Assistant County Administrator
Ralph Schell, Open Space Director
Ken Foelske, Open Space Manager
Dannie Brindle, Public Works Director
Richard Turner, Planning Director
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Com;“ ent Letter #17 Response
i 911 Tenth Street, Golden, Colorado 80401
Telephone: 303/384-8000 - Facsimile: 303/384-8001
City of Golden it
RECE - 17-1. Thank you for your comments.
; v R N . .
April 22, 2004 ED 17-2. Alternative B includes the stabilization and interpretation of
APR.25 o0y the Lindsay Ranch barn.
Rocky Flats National Wildlife Reserve US. FISH & a1 py
Comprehensive Conservation Plan mmmmm%
Attn: Planning Team Leader Laurie Shannon
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR
Building 121
Commerce City, CO 80022
Dear Ms. Shannon:
Golden City Council appreciates your agency taking the time to brief us on the proposed
17-1 alternatives for wildlife and resource management and public uses at Rocky Flats
National Wildlife Refuge (RFNWR). We commend you for your efforts to ensure the
project’s goals and objectives are compatible with neighboring communities. We
welcome the opportunity to review the alternatives and recommend the draft proposed
action Alternative B — Wildlife, Habitat & Public Use.
This alternative best fits Golden City Council’s desire for a balance between public use
and protection of wildlife. Alternative B maintains strict control over access to areas with
remaining residual contamination. We support plans included in Altemative B for trails
in both the northern and southern regions of the site, with equestrian capabilities in the
south as well. Altemative B is also desirable due to its openness to limited hunting
capabilities and the unique use of part of the site especially for handicapped hunters.
We believe the addition of multiple overview sites will provide excellent educational
opportunities for visitors to gain perspective.
17-2

In addition to supporting Alternative B, Golden City Council urges you to take all action
possible to preserve and restore the Lindsay Ranch barn to the greatest extent possible.
The bamn is a tremendous piece of history on the site, and provides great insight.

Sincerely,

ﬁiﬁé‘ﬁﬁw ?@{w T AN

Bob Nelson — Mayor Pro-Tem
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18-1

18-2

811 Tenth Street, Golden, Colorado 80401
Telephone: 303/384-B000 - Facsimile: 303/384-8001

City of Golden i

RECEIVED

April 22,2004 APR 2 5 204
U

Laurie Shannon m&fm&sﬁﬂﬁ%

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge
US Fish and Wildlife Service

Rocky Mountain Arsenal Building 121
Commerce City, CO 80022

Via email laurie.shannon@rf.doe.gov and US Mail

Re:  Comments of City of Golden on Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP)
and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Rocky Flats National Wildlife
Refuge

Dear Ms. Shannon:

In accordance with the Federal Register Notice at 69 FR 11853, I am submitting this comment
letter for the City of Golden (Golden) as an addition to the comments submitted to you on April
21 by Mayor Chuck Baroch and Mayor-Pro Tem Bob Nelson. Golden is one of the cities
identified in section 3178(b) of the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001 (Act),
Public Law 107-107, as participants entitled to direct involvement in the comprehensive
planning process.

Golden supports plans to ensure that the Refuge will be managed to provide for conservation and
preservation of native habitats and wildlife, as well as further preservation of the unique
Mountain Backdrop along the Front Range. It also seeks to ensure that the planning process will
adequately identify and minimize the effects that any transportation projects that may be located
along the east side of the Refuge will have on the Refuge’s resources and the region as a whole.

Transportation Corridor Issues

The Act explicitly directs FWS to plan for and make recommendations in the CCP regarding a
transportation corridor of up to 300 feet in width along Indiana Street on the eastern boundary of
the Refuge. FWS’s mandate is to protect the resources contained within the Refuge and ensure
the biological viability of wildlife resources and habitat.

Pursuant to the Act, the CCP shall “address and make recommendations on ... the identification
of any land” that may be made available for the transportation corridor. Act at § 3178(d)(1).
The Act clearly contemplates that FWS will exercise judgment regarding the extent of the 300-

18-1. Thank you for your comments.

18-2. The Service does not have the authority to determine the extent
(up to 300 feet) of atransportation corridor that could be made
available. Thetransfer of land for the purposes of trangportation
improvementsis DOE' sresponsibility and will occur prior to the
Refuge establishment.

The DEIS identifies those resources that fall within adistance of 50,
125, and 300 feet from Indiana. The Refuge Act directs the Service
to address and make recommendations for the identification of any
land that DOE could make available for transportation improvements.
The FEISwas revised to include anew Section 4.16 that discusses
potential Refuge lands within a corridor immediately west of Indiana
Street up to 300 feet wide. The new section also describes
recommended mitigation measures that would minimize adverse
impacts to the Refuge related to any transportation improvements
along Indiana Street, Highway 128, and Highway 93.
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18-3

18-4

foot corridor that could be made available and how the transportation corridor will interact with
management of the Refuge. FWS has the ability and the obligation to plan for a smaller corridor.

If Congress had meant FWS merely to identify the 300-foot maximum corridor already identified
in the Act, the language requiring FWS “to address and make recommendations on ...
identification of land . . . that could be made available” would be surplus. The requirement to
address the transportation corridor in the CCP, coupled with the requirement in the Act that an
applicant show that a project would minimize impacts on FWS's management of the Refuge, id.
at § 3174(e), contemplates that FWS will establish objective criteria regarding the corridor that
will inform whether a proposed project would adequately “minimize adverse effects on the
management of Rocky Flats as a wildlife refuge.” This the Draft CCP fails to do.

The Draft CCP selects three corridor widths (50, 125 and 300 feet) and, in Chapter 4, attempts to
quantify the extent of impact to various Refuge resources in each of these three hypothetical
corridors. While this is a useful exercise in predicting the rough parameters of impact, it does
not assist in meeting the statutory requirement of providing objective criteria for evaluating an
application for a corridor, when submitted.

The Act provides that, upon submission of an application by “any county, city, or other political
subdivision of the State of Colorado,” DOE, in consultation with the Secretary of Interior, “shall
make available land along the eastern boundary of Rocky Flats for the sole purpose of
transportation improvements along Indiana Street.” Act at § 3174(e). The application must
include documentation demonstrating that: (1) the transportation project is constructed so as to
minimize adverse effects on the management of Rocky Flats as a wildlife refuge; and (2) the
transportation project is included in the regional transportation plan of the Denver Regional
Council of Governments (“DRCOG”). /d. The land made available “may not extend more than
300 feet from the west edge of the Indiana Street right-of-way.” Id.

The Act does not provide explicit standards or criteria by which DOE would determine if a
transportation project would minimize potential impacts on the Refuge. However, the language
of the Act directed at the minimization of the “adverse effects on the management of Rocky Flats
as a wildlife refuge” indicates that FWS — as the designated manager and planner for the Refuge
— would provide such standards through the CCP. FWS’s plans for managing and protecting the
Refuge resources will provide the criteria for determining how a transportation proposal will
affect the Refuge’s management. In this case, the CCP will supply the standards by which
minimization of impacts to Refuge management will de determined. FWS must develop these
standards as part of its duties under the Act and the Refuge System Act. These standards are
omitted from the Draft CCP, and Golden submits that those elements should encompass, at a
minimum, the following:

» Use of the narrowest practicable right-of-way.

* Development of a complete inventory of resources in the corridor and assessment of their
importance to FWS's management of the Refuge.

18-3. The Service disagrees with the City’ s interpretation that the
Refuge Act requires “objective criteria” for evaluating an application
for acorridor. If an application is submitted to DOE for the corridor,
the Service would work with the applicant and the DOE to minimize
the impacts of transportation improvements to the Refuge. See
response to comment 18-4 for additional discussion.

18-4. The Refuge Act directs the Service to make recommendations
on land that could be made available for transportation
improvements.  To that end, the FEIS includes a new Section 4.16,
which discusses potential concerns that the Service would have
related to any transportation improvements along Indiana Street,
Highway 128, and Highway 93.
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18-5

18-6

18-7

18-8

Development of standards for the potential use of the transportation corridor to ensure a
minimum of impacts to the management of the Refuge pursuant to the Act. A proposed
transportation project would minimize impacts to the management of the Refuge only if:

o No other practicable offsite alternative would meet environmentally appropriate
transportation objectives.

o It uses the minimum amount ofReﬁlge property necessary to meet the
environmentally appropriate transportation objectives.

o It provides all reasonably available mitigation measures to minimize impacts to
Refuge habitat, migration routes, water quality, air quality, and other resources.

o It minimizes effects to offsite resources that are important to the management of
the Refuge, such as adjacent areas of open space used as habitat by Refuge
species, streams, viewsheds, and open space recreational activities, and to the
regional environment.

Even aside from the specific requirement in the Act to address the transportation
corridor, FWS cannot plan for the Refuge without addressing the effects of use of the
transportation corridor. The Refuge System Act requires that comprehensive
conservation plans identify and describe “significant problems that may adversely
affect the populations and habitats of fish, wildlife, and plants within the planning
unit and the actions necessary to correct or mitigate such problems.” 16 U.S.C.

§ 668dd(e). A highway corridor that would cut through critical habitat for an
endangered species, wetlands, and rare xeric tallgrass prairie habitat qualifies as a
problem that may affect habitat within the planning unit. Therefore, the CCP Plan
must identify impacts associated with the use of the transportation corridor and the
actions necessary to mitigate them. Discussion of impacts merely as a cumulative
impacts issue under NEPA is insufficient.

Impacts of Other Nearby, For ble Devel t on Refuge Resources

¥

The CCP makes only a passing reference to future development adjacent to the
southern boundary of the Refuge (CCP at 67). The CCP acknowledges that this
development is “Reasonably Foreseeable.” /d. In its dual role as an Environmental
Impact Statement and Plan for the Refuge, the CCP must be revised to disclose,
discuss and plan for the probable impacts of this intensive residential and commercial
development (called Vauxmont) on the Refuge and its resources. 40 CFR 1508.7. As
currently drafted, the CCP/EIS inadequately discusses these impacts. Foreseeable
development on any of the Refuge’s other external boundaries must likewise be
discussed. Jd.

Endangered Species Impacts

With respect to the Preble’s Mouse, the Draft CCP states that the proposed Refuge
contains no designated critical habitat for the Mouse, implying that its habitat may be
taken and used for conflicting purposes. (CCP at 111) While it is accurate to state

18-5. Seeresponse to comment 18-4.
18-6. Seeresponse to comment 18-4.

18-7. The FEIS was revised to describe the types of cumulative
impacts that adjacent urban development may have on the Refuge.

18-8. Rocky Flats was not included as critical habitat for the Preble’s
because it was designated to become a National Wildlife Refuge and
the mouse would be protected as aresult. While the DEIS states that
the Refuge was not included in the critical habitat designation for the
Preble’s, the Service disagrees with the assertion that this statement
of fact implies that “its habitat may be taken and used for conflicting
purposes.” During the critical habitat designation process, the
Service directed that areas outside of the critical habitat designation
will continue to be subject to conservation actions and regulatory
protections (69 Fed. Reg. 37295).

The Final CCP/EISidentifies up to 8.5 acres of potential Preble’'s
habitat that would be included in a 300-foot transportation right-of-
way. Whiletherevised discussion in Section 4.16 includes general
concernsrelated to habitat impacts related to Refuge management, it
isnot the Service sresponsibility to analyze the potential direct
impacts of yet unknown transportation improvements.
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that the final critical habitat rule did not designate critical habitat within the proposed
Refuge, see 68 Fed. Reg. 37276 (June 23, 2003), the implication, if it was intended by
FWS, is incorrect. The rule makes clear that the refuge contains the de facto critical
habitat of the Mouse, and as such that habitat enjoys protection from taking under
section 9 of the Endangered Species Act. 68 Fed. Reg. at 37,305 (“The Service will
manage the refuge in a manner to conserve the Preble’s. For that reason, we find that
the Rocky Flats site is not in need of special management measures.”). See e.g. Palila
v. Hawaii, 852 F.2d 1106 (9" Cir. 1988). Again, it is necessary to identify the
planning measures by which the CCP can ensure no takings of the Preble’s Mouse,
and the conservation of the Preble’s Mouse, in the context of the transportation
corridor.

Sincerely,
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GarrsoN, HavvonD & PADDOCK, LL.C.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
MARY MEAD HAMMOND 1700 LINCOLN STREET, SUITE 3900 JOHN UNDEM CARLSON .
LEE . JOHNSON DEIVERJCOLSRARG Sokor i (eacrioom 19-1. Thank you for your comments. Seeresponses to the City of
KARL D. OHLSEN i . y
BETH ANN J. PARSONS gi:gg;iim’.:lm ’ﬁ. : w:::!ltr :‘::::;::::;: Westminster’ s comments (Iata #12)
April 23, 2004 EOE'VED
APR 26 04
Laurie Shannon us
Planning Team Leader m‘ﬂﬁ%mw
Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge ’ m'ﬂﬁ
Building 121
Commerce City, CO 80022-1748
Re:  The Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement, dated February 2004
Dear Ms. Shannon:
I am writing on behalf of the Woman Creek Reservoir Authority. The Woman Creek
19-1 Reservoir Authority (“Authority”) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Comprehensive Conservation and Environmental Impact Statement (CCP/EIS) for the Rocky Flats
National Wildlife Refuge (RFNWR). The Authority is a political subdivision and a public
corporation of the State of Colorado. Its membership is comprised of the cities of Westminster,
Northglenn, and Thomton. The Authority owns property adjacent to the proposed refuge area.
The Authority supports the draft proposed action “Alternative B - Wildlife Habitat & Public
Use.” Altemnative B allows for public use of the refuge, protection of wildlife and habitat, and
controlled access to areas with residual contamination. In addition, please incorporate by reference
the City of Westminster's April 21, 2004 letter containing comments to the CCP/EIS for the
RFNWR.
The Authority expects that it will be involved in and informed of any future adtion regarding
the RFNWR, and would also like to participate and comment on the CCP/EIS final plans. Thank
you, once again, for the opportunity to comment.
Attorney for the Woman Creek Reservoir Authority
Ce: Bud Hart
Mary Fabisiak
Ron Hellbusch
James Holladay
Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments
Lhk:acj-1548373)
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20-1. Thank you for your comments.
20-2. Thereisno scientific evidence that there are dangerous levels
Alliance for Nuclear Accountabll ity of plutonium or other contaminants scattered “across the whole of the
A national network of organizations working o address issues of r 6,500 acre site.” Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can
mﬁ':"“s‘"ﬁwmw e Commiatee nuclear weapons production and waste cleanup EOE[ become a Refuge until the EPA certifies DOE has completed a
BB B Db Logie Map P Vé‘o cleanup and closure. The EPA and CDPHE considered the types of
i P e Con ' s pe, <2 2 recreational activitiesthat may be allowed on the Refuge when the
R gg:‘gm‘ﬂ:gimimmﬁm P % RSALS of cleanup were determined. The Service isnot a decision-
F A Attn: Laurie Shannon, Planning Team Leader maker in mattersregarding cleanup, but the EPA and CDPHE have
kY .S. Fish and Wildlife Service . .
::_ﬂmwmm Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR, Building 121 accepted that al activities prqpqsed in the CCP will be safe.
e Commerce City, CO 80022 However, in response to public interest and concern, an expanded
by cnd Hoko b RE: Proposal to open the Rocky Flats Wildlife Refuge to public use. discussion of issuesrelated to site cleanup isincluded in Section 1.8.
w-m T Dear Comprehensive Conservation Planning Team: 20-3. See response to comment 20-2.
oot Accomniablliy Prject The Alliance for Nuclear Accountability (ANA) is a national network of more than
- thirty local, regional and national organizations representing the concerns of
20-1 N el communities downwind and downstream from U.S. nuclear weapons production
A radisact : it
Mismisburg Eavic Sufty & Helch and radioactive waste disposal sites.
Hathomal B Coalition ANA's broad range of member organizations object in the strongest manner to the
20-2 Pragee, OK proposed opening of the Rocky Flats Wildlife Refuge for public recreation. For
Noclear Waech of New Mexico almost half a century, the exceedingly dangerous work of processing and recovering
Santa Fe, NM plutonium and of manufacturing the fissionable plutonium “pits” of nuclear
Ouk w:..u Peace Allisnce weapons was done at Rocky Flats. Fires, accidents, routine operations, and random
sk g TH dumping during the production scattered plutonium across the whole of the 6,500-
fa e Mgk acre site. Other toxins, including beryllium, organic compounds, heavy metals, and
Fushandle, TX other radioactive materials were also released into the environment or disposed of on
Peace Action Education Fund the site. Given that these toxins will still be present in varying amounts when FWS
Wubisgion. 0C receives the site from DOE, FWS must take on the responsibility of keeping the
DucBum public away from the area.
e gty Regomsibilty The Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement
. for the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge, recently released by FWS, ignores
20-3 Eavimenmead Sy & Sty the evidence that the site will remain contaminated until well beyond the
Dm0 sed hand-over to FWS. Indeed, the site will remain contaminated essentially
o Mutvecs i Junden Coter orever, because plutonium, with a half-life of 24,400 years, remains dangerously
- radioactive for a quarter of a million years. Plutonium particles dusted over the
Sabt Lake Ciry, UT surface environment could be stirred up and resuspended by the recreational
Saake River Allisace activities of hiking, biking, hunting, and horseback riding proposed by FWS in its
alen, 1) preferred alternative for future use of the site. Tiny particles inhaled, ingested, or
Southwess Research and otherwise taken into the body may result in cancer, harm to the immune system, or
s pollution of the human gene pool. Numerous studies indicate that current official
STAND of Ammilis standards for permissible exposure seriously underestimate the harm that may result
™ from exposure to a miniscule quantity of plutonium. Moreover, genetic effects on
Tel-Valley CAREs wildlife are very poorly understood. In addition, some scientists fear that wind,
floods, fires, geophysical changes, as well as animal and human activity, will bring to
e L Fomaducion the surface plutonium and other dangerous materials being left in the subsurface
R environment and so increase the danger of exposure to humans. Little is known
Diveions about the synergistic effects of various toxins in combination.
Addingten, MA
Seattle Office: 1914 North 34th St., Suite 407, Searde, WA 98103, 206/547-3175, Fax: 206/547-7158
@ Washington, DC Office: 322 4th Street NE, Washington, DC 20002, 202/544-0217, Fax: 202/544-6143 D e

www.ananuclear.org

ananuclear@earthlink.net
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#
20-4. Seeresponse to comment 20-2.
20-5. Thefina configuration of the DOE retained area, as well asthe
Despite these and other alarming indicators of the dangers posed by the site to humans on or nature of any fencing or structures demarcating its boundary within
20-4 near the premises, the site has never been examined to determine the full extent of the Refuge will be decided by DOE and the other RFCA paru es. The
contamination. The “cleanup” will be completed without knowing whether there are P . Py .
undetected hot spots of various contaminants, which there will likely be. Workers recently Ser! ce IS_nOt the_ final decis _On r_naker in these matters. i However, the
uncovered a buried incinerator three stories tall. Of the $7 billion being spent to close the Service will continueto provide input to the RFCA parties.
site by December 2006, no more than $470 million (about 7% of the total) will be applied
irec i i 2 : ide th . .
b e e In the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation be
“seamless’ with few obvious visual differences between the Refuge
A.l completion of the cleanup, the site will be divided b«_:lwccn the more-contaminated part and the DOE retained area. Section 1.8 of the FEIS was revised to
still managed by the DOE and a less-contaminated portion to be operated by FWS as the L. . . K X
20-5 Wildlife Refuge. Yet DOE and FWS propose a Rocky Flats site with no fences or warning indicate that the Service believes that a barbed-wire agricultural fence
signs, utilizing only institutional and physical controls (e.g. rules about use, bgrricrs) to keep and/or permanent obdiskswith appropri ated gnage would best
the public safe. The National Academy of Sciences says such controls will fail. demarcate the DOE retained area, k eep any livestock out of the DOE
The Alliance for Nuclear Accountability and its 33 member organizations recognize the retained area, and indicate the DOE lands would be closed to public
20-6 novelty of FWS being expected to manage as a wildlife refuge the site of a former nuclear access. Such afence would not adversely affect the movement of
weapons production facility. We also realize that making Rocky Flats into a wildlife refuge S . . .
sets a precedent for other contaminated DOE sites. Clearly, this is not business as usual. wil dl_lfe across the site, and would not be_VI sual Iy obtrusive. The
Accordingly, we strongly back the following proposals: Service has provided these recommendations to the RFCA parties.
20-7 *  Due to the contafnilnar.ed conditiqns of the Rocky Flats si!e, the wildlife _rcfugc should 20-6. The Refuge was established by the U.S. Congre$ in the ROCky
sf:;:lared off limits to the public for at least two centuries from establishment of the Flats National Wildlife Refu ge Act of 2001. Ro cky Flats will not be
the firg refuge established on aformer nuclear facility. Saddle
20-8 i o fesem'; D e o e Mountain NWR was established in Washington in 1971, with over
- plutonium y burden of wildlife on the site, on the basis of which extrapolations . ) .
can be made to genetic effects on the wildlife and potential effects on humans at or 30,000 ?Cres m_ the bUffe_r zone of the DOE’s Ham_cord Site. Saddle
near the site. Mountain was included in the Hanford Reach National Monument,
20-9 * U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service should work closely with DOE’s Legacy Management created as part of the R_efuge System In zom Over 50’ 000 mres_ of
Office in implementing at Rocky Flats a program of ongoing research on promising the Hanford Reach National Monument is currently open to public
technologies that can be applied at the site to reduce contamination with minimal use. Unfortunately’ with the Refuge system there are dozens of sites
20-10 ccological disturbance. that have to deal with avariety of contaminant issues related to

* To oversee the foregoing, a broadly representative program of public oversight should
be developed and implemented.

former and/or adjacent land uses.
20-7. Seeresponse to comment 20-2.

20-8. Tissue samples, including edible meat tissues, of deer
harvested at Rocky Flats in 2002 have been anayzed for
contaminants. The results of the analysis indicate that thereis no
significant uptake of contaminants by deer or other wildlife species at
Rocky Flats.
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Extensive studies have been conducted on wildlife and vegetation at
Rocky Flats since the mid 1970s, mostly by Colorado State
University. These studies include two deer studies aswell as studies
We hope that in your future deliberations on the desirable end state of the Rocky Flats site, of small mammals, arthropods (insects), snakes, and cattle. Samples
20-11 comments submitted by the public will be taken more seriously than they have been in the were taken of various spem es for the Draft Ecol Ogl cal Risk

past. Over 85% of the individuals and organizations that commented on the Rocky Flats
Cleanup Agreement proposed in late 2002 rejected the plan as inadequate, yet this fact was
ignored by the DOE and the regulators when they adopted the plan in June 2003.

Sincerely,

oenCoidon

Susan Gordon, Director
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

Cc:  Senator Wayne Allard
Representative Mark Udall
Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board
Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments

Assessments for Walnut Creek and Woman Creek Watersheds at
Rocky Fats Environmental Technology Site (September 1995) and
included samples from small mammals, insects, benthic invertebrates,
and fish. Additional studies were done by CSU on vegetation uptake
of Pu, in both terrestrial and aquatic species. Studies have also been
done at other DOE facilities that can be used to compare to Rocky
Flats.

One of the purposes that the Refuge was established is scientific
research. Once the Service takes primary jurisdiction, the Service
will review proposals for research on the site. If the Service
establishes that the research will be of benefit to science and the
advancement of the Refuge, the investigators will be allowed to
proceed with the research.

20-9. Working with othersis one of the six planning goals of the
Refuge.

20-10. The Service would involve the public in Refuge management
decisionsin avariety of forums. Frst, many of the specific
management actions would be determined by “ step-down”
management plans, such as a Fire Management Plan or an Integrated
Pest Management Plan. Step-down management planstypically
include a public participation process. A second meansfor citizensto
be involved in Refuge management is through the establishment of a
“Friends’ group for the Refuge (Objective 5.4). Alternatives B and D
would implement a volunteer program which isa great way for the
public to actively engage in Refuge management. Finally, existing
forumsfor citizen involvement in matters pertaining to Rocky Hats
include the Rocky Fats Citizen Advisory Board (RFCAB), and the
Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments.

20-11. Thank you for your comments.
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4 Letter #21 Response
; 21-1. Thank you for your comments.
ven 19 2004
Pa 1 ‘%%\ﬂfﬂl S 21-2. Thank you for your comments.
A o ] . .
S 21-3. Based on the interest of the Coalition and several members of
the public, the Service considered expanding initial public access
GRS S B PR qpportunltles on the Refuge. Due to the proposeq restoration, a
e e limited budget for Refuge management, and public concerns about
Guy Burgess s P e & access to the Refuge, the Service maintained the public use
——— g v P s s W implementation plan for all alternatives. By focusing staffing and
) nageme " | > X
Jim Knopf Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact budgetary resources on habitat restoration in the first 5 years, the
Statement Service would be able to reduce the severity of noxious weed
Adam Massey . . L. . . .
References: “T?E%L'; I?n%naoJor Alard g% the Boulder Area infestations, and initiate road restoration before public trail use would
i n, June 24, . R
Chris Morrison 2) Memo to Ms. Laurie Shannon from the Boulder Area introduce a new disturbance onto the landscape.
Trails Coalition, October 2, 2002
3) Memo to Ms. Laurie Shannon from the Boulder Al - i -
Gary $prung Siriphehchig o ulder Area _21 4. A para!lel trail alon_g the north-south access road has been
incorporated into Alternatives B and D.
Holly Tulin The Bﬂzar:yizoirectomtaf m;: Bglr.::leémea Trails Coalition would like to take this
_ opportun comment on the omprehensive Conservation Plan and -
21-1 e vosaish Epvronmental Impact Statement (CCPIEIS) forthe Rocky Flate wetione) viidie 21-5. The Draft CCP/EIS acknowledges that there would be no
ge. As we've noted re, we're delig the opportunities the refuge
ric Vogelsberg Refuge. As we've noted before, we're delighted with th it roposed connection between trails in the Rock Creek portion of the
HFRCR o pUORD S wSHaon oF s Anpcutsnt WG vioueos. Refuge, and the existing and proposed trails to the north of the
Suzanne Webel !
21-2 We support the Fish and Widife Service's P j Action (Alternative B). We Refuge along Highway 128. Based on the concerns of the Coalition,
which we believe will advance the Fish and : it ; i
UV Coiacives arit Batior curve e i bt Ltk an the City of Boulder, and several citizens, the planning team re-visited
Fomiin s Haeniingd e this decision, but did not include such a connection in the Proposed
. p a pha: impler n . R .
21-3 increasing vistor access to the mﬂﬂsm"f.,,;wﬁ{ua.“ﬁw Action. A connection would not be provided because the Rock Creek
magr:mu;%?hermn closing most of the property to drainage is the most ecologically sensitive portion of the Refuge, and
- . therefore would only support seasonal, hiking-only trails. A multi-
21-4 e faing .0; mmf“m“'“;‘;fﬂﬂ?,m;’?:m:im“ use through trail in this area would hamper the Service’s ability to
:f;:‘mf;on';mmn between the two major east-west trail manage access and seasonal closures. In addition, a trail connection
_ . to the north would need to ascend steep slopes below Highway 128,
21-5 Gl <o Lohohi denbnc o and would compromise the Service’s ability to manage trail access
) , ) and use in the sensitive Rock Creek drainage.
21-6 * Make pd"mbn in the plan to :n_clude a nnnh-m trail
Ry DD ' SO 00 o1 W propenty ey Naiee 21-6. Throughout the planning process, there has been community
21-7 + Allow equestian access to 3 north-south tai fo provide interest in a trail along the east side of the Refuge. For several

BATCO ¢ PMB 201 ¢

connection to the Boulder City and County Open Space
properties to the north of Rocky Flats that are open to equestrian
use

1705 14™ st. ¢ Boulder. CO 80302

reasons, the proposed action does not include such a trail. These
reasons include uncertainties surrounding the potential transfer of
land along Indiana Street for regional transportation improvements,
the desired level of trail facilities that would be consistent with the
Service’s goal of balancing habitat protection and public use, and
public concerns about contamination issues. While the Service does
not hesitate to accept cleanup decisions related to protecting the
safety of Refuge visitors and workers, the Service is aware of and
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#
g sensitive to public perceptions and concerns about residual

21.8 We rocogniza that the ongoing cloanup aciiiles st Rocky Flats are not the resgonsiull of the contamination on the eastern edge of the Refuge and therefore does
Plan and Envi Yl Wit Sietnant, However. we fosl (o lod to adar °"§';"v2r,m. not propose a north-south trail along the west side of the Indiana
concemns about the cleanup that have been expressed by some Boulder residents. These H 1
sty Aasderedigephss waooncgs e lgar-sanrphly gl OO S_treet c_orrldor. H_ovyever, the Service h_as added to the CCP/EIS a
from m;e Dagy gamr;r_a that we believe m;t;hn m:drsnx::mra%ely rafzfm the viewpoints of most of discussion of preliminary recommendations regarding transportation
tbor g A o bbb -pi e it bbbt improvements along the Refuge boundaries (Section 4.16). A north-
o e ORI MR e i S & W Servels Rioptend south trail connection along the Indiana Street corridor is among

) those recommendations.

We were disappointed by the negative positions taken by the City of Boulder and the Bouider _ _ )

21-9 e o ool sty ctclodbahuinby dov e mmmou gL i 21-7. See response to comment 21-5 regarding connections to trails

lations of a few individuals who had agendas of their own. Public input was not - i i
ot oAk ias Snl o, Prabe ypu e Bl to t_hg north. In regard to north sout_h equestrian access, the Service
few disgruntled activists were to din denying ble public to the Rocky Flats anticipates that the Front Range Trail, which is conceptually proposed
Wicie Eatios. along the Highway 93 corridor, would provide north-south regional
21-10 We are excited about this opportunity to create a significant public facility in our neighborhood. equestrian access. As noted in response to comment 21-6, the

Please don't let a vocal minority derail the process.

Sincerely,
The Board of Directors of Boulder Area Trails Coalition

BATCO ¢ PMB 201 ¢ 1705 14™ 5t. « Boulder. CO 80302

Service recommends that a north-south multi-use trail be included in
any major transportation improvements along the Refuge.

21-8. lIssues related to ongoing cleanup activities are beyond the
scope of the CCP/EIS and outside of the Service’s decision-making
authority. Due to the high level of public interest and concern, and
expanded discussion of issues related to site cleanup is included in
Section 1.8.

21-9. The Service recognizes that the question of future public access
to the Refuge is a sensitive political issue, and is confident in the EPA
and CDPHE’s position that once the site is certified to be safe, it
would be safe for all Refuge activities, including public use.

21-10. Thank you for your comment.
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4 Letter #22 Response
22-1. Thank you for your comments.
22-2. Thank you for your comments. The Refuge trail system was
designed to provide minimize impacts to natural resources, provide
oL DER meaningful visual or physical access to the Refuge attributes, and to
, COUNTY provide interesting experience for trail users.
!’1}. HORSE ASSOCIATION 22-3. Thank you for your comment.
LDER ( 0 “"n The Voice for Horses and Horse People in Boulder County 22-4. Thank you for your comment.
- HORSE ASSOCIATION - ECEWED 22-5. Early in the planning process, the existing pull-off area along
MR 74 % Highway 128, adjacent to the Rock Creek drainage and across the
US pgy 4. road from Boulder County’s Coalton Trail access was considered as a
T e "F’cxmw‘n}ﬁﬂggﬁm potential trailhead location. This trailhead location was not included
Com":nh::m:“c":mw':ﬁo: :.“h:g" " in any of the alternatives for several reasons, all related to the
US Fish & Wildlife Service sensitive natural resources in the Rock Creek drainage. First, the
gﬂfn"::::::g'i" 36';3;‘2; Bldg. 121 . aforementioned location is bounded to the south by slopes that the
” o il Service believes are too steep for an ecologically sensitive trail
o _ _ connection. Second, due to the resources in the Rock Creek drainage,
bl o oy g gt e ey, by g st all trails in that area would be hiking only and closed seasonally. If a
22-1 in the public input process as the dialogue progressed regarding trails and recreation. We trailhead or multi-use trail connection were established at that
sincerely appreciate your inclusion of equestrians on at least a few trails at the southern location, the Service does not believe that it would be able to
peciphecyof fhe Relige m Alisamrve B your Teoposed Artios. effectively enforce the seasonal and modal trail closures that would
However, we would like to take this opportunity to make a few comments about Alternative B in be necessary to protect natural resources. Finally, the northern
general and about equesirian cc 3ons in particular. trailhead location is not intended to be a regional trail connection.
Alternative B Trail Plan Instead, it !s envisi(_)ned to be a starting qf_f point for access to the
Refuge trails and views for the communities to the north of Rocky
22.2 1) We appreciate the care you have put into designating most of the trail corridors. It appears Flats
most of these will L_rtiJize e?cisting a.]ignments such as old roads, which is fine with us. It appears '
it aenicty of it expecicnces will slot bo afiecsd. The Service understands the desire of some users to have a northern
29.3 2) We support the creation of some (shorter) trails for pedestrians only, such as those shown on connection to the Refuge, but in balancing the ecological concerns of
the northwest portion of your map. the area, the proximity of the Wind Technology Site, and the
22.4 3) We support the creation of the main Reserve entrance (the “contact station”, including a poter)tial mining of most of the western pprtion qf the site,_the
trailhead, restrooms, and seasonal staff) at the western location. Service was not able to identify a compatible trail connection to
22.5 4) We believe the trailhead parking at the northern edge of the R should be Boulder’s open space lands. The Service believes that there are other

PO Box 19601 »

placed across Highway 128 from the existing Coalton Drive Trail. Your current proposed
location is more than a mile east of that point, forcing trail users to hike, walk or ride along this
busy and very dangerous highway if they want to get from one trail system to another. There is
plenty of room for a trailhead parking at the appropriate location (in fact, one of your alternatives
shows it as a possible site for the Cold War museum!) so why not put it there?

Boulder, Colorado 80308-2601 +  web site: www.boulderhorse.org

options that exist adjacent to the Refuge and would encourage user
groups to explore other options.
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22-6

22-7

22-8

22-9

22-10

22-11

5) Your Figure No. 5 (Visitor Use Map, Alternative B) shows your proposed trails connecting to
“future” trail systems on the north, east, south and west sides of Rocky Flats — yet your Figure
No. 21 (Regional Trails) shows these future proposed trails connecting through Rocky Flats only
northward at the northeast corner (“to Potential Future Trail Connections” — sure, right where the
Northwest Corridor highway will be built!) and at the southern boundary (“to Future Arvada
Trail System”). Specifically, a trail connection is not indicated between Colorado Hills or
Standley Lake to the southeastern trail arrow shown on your map, and the entire northwest
comer of the Standley Lake property is closed for eagle habitat so achieving any proposed trail
there is dubious at best. The future of a trail along the northern boundary of the Great Western
Reservoir is in doubt, inasmuch as there is a gun range there, as well as new developments. The
Front Range Trail is shown in an abominable location along Highway 93 (the subject of many
future but separate discussions!) with no connection to Rocky Flats other than along the
proposed gravel entrance road. Even the proposed southern trail connection “to Future Arvada
Trail System” is questionable, as your Figure No. 9 (Reasonably Foreseeable Activities) and
accompanying text shows that this trail would have to traverse the Vauxmont Development —
which doesn’t sound like a desirable situation.

6) Alternative B makes no provision for north-south recreational connections other than the
proposed Front Range Trail out west by Highway 93. We see the future Northwest Corridor
highway alignment as an obstacle to quality trail connectivity (to the east), making a north-south
trail alignment on the eastern part of the Reserve even more important.

7) Finally, the time frame proposed for trail development is way too long. There is no reason
for this modest plan to take 15 years. Use volunteers to help get the job done — but please, get it
done in our lifetimes!

Bastitiiin Coniadiag

1) We are pleased that you note that “equestrian use is authorized in most units of the National
Wilderness System, and is deemed appropriate with preservation of wilderness values”
(Compatibility Determination, p. 226). We agree. Furthermore, we note that the equine
population of the Front Range has declined drastically in the past two decades, in part because of
urbanization of Colorado and in part because of a decline in quality places to ride. The horse
community needs access to public lands — and support from public land managers — to help us
preserve our way of life.

2) We would like to explore further your apparent concern with equestrian use. In many parts of
the Draft CCP&EIS this concern is not evaluated or supported other than by isolated references
to “messes on trails” or concern about potential user conflicts. Only toward the end of the
document does it appear that the real issue may be trail erosion or the spread of noxious weeds.

The report cites two articles; we are familiar with both, and we have problems with using them
as definitive works. The Weir (2000) article seeks to justify mountain bicycling on public land
in Canada, which is fine as long as we all realize that that is its objective. It appears to be a non-
scientific, no-peer-review compilation of some of the literature on Impacts of Non-Motorized
Trail Use, by an author with no clear professional affiliation. The entire study is full of
unsupported statements and the expression of vague accusations about non-bicycle user groups.
It does state clearly that there is a paucity of objective data about the effects of recreational trail
users on trail sustainability, and that “more thorough study is needed before conclusive

In regard to the potential Cold War Museum location along Highway
128, that location, referenced in Section 2.10 — Reasonably
Foreseeable Activities, was recommended as a potential site in the
2003 Museum Feasibility Study. The Study suggested a site near the
entrance to the National Wind Technology Center, which is about ¥4
mile west of the aforementioned Coalton Trail access point.

22-6. The proposed trails shown in Figure 21, Regional Trails, are
based on existing plans and documents that were provided by
adjacent jurisdictions. While some have been proposed by individual
jurisdictions in anticipation of Refuge establishment, most were
planned and documented prior to the CCP/EIS planning process. For
this reason, the Service sought to establish trail connections to other
planned trails where practicable. It is understood that some trail
connections to the Refuge (such as Colorado Hills Open Space)
would need to be established in the future whether or not they are in
the current plans for those areas. It is the intent of the Service to
work with nearby jurisdictions to establish regional trail connectivity.

22-7. The Service acknowledges that Alternative B does not provide
a direct, north-south trail connection on either the east or west sides
of the Refuge. Based on the concerns and recommendations of
others, the planning team reconsidered the trail configuration in
Alternative B and added a north-south trail along the visitor access
road, as well as a trail connection to the southwest.

As specified in the Refuge Act, an area with a width of up to 300 feet
may be used for highway improvements along Indiana Street. In
addition, it is not known at this time what the final boundary will be
for the eastern edge of the DOE retained land and if there will be any
Refuge boundary between the two. Further, the Service believes that
a trail along the eastern edge of the site should be included as part of
any roadway widening project.

22-8. Prior to full implementation of the public use plans for the
Refuge, the Service will be obligated to address ecological concerns
related to noxious weeds and revegetation of unused roads on the
Refuge. By focusing staffing and budgetary resources on habitat
restoration in the first 5 years, the Service would be able to reduce the
severity of noxious weed infestations, and initiate road restoration
before public trail use would introduce a new disturbance onto the
landscape. Objective 2.13 — Recreation Facilities has been revised to
allow for more flexibility in opening trails.
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22-12

22-13

22-14

judgments can be made about the relative trail erosion impacts of different users” (p.4). It goes
on to declare that “In normal system trail use, trampling of vegetation is a minor factor. Trails
facilitate travel in part because of their minimal vegetation and bare ground. Bicycles generally
remain on trails, in contrast to hikers and equestrians.” [We take issue with that unsupported
statement, submitting that equestrians generally do remain on designated trails — although we
appreciate the privilege of being able to go off-trail occasionally!]. It ackmowledges that
“recreationists can introduce parasitic and exotic species” by the use of contamimated feed for
pack stock (as in Banff), by the lack of cleanliness (as in muddy bicycle tires, hiking boots and
clothing which may carry non-native species seed and spores in the transported soil); and by the
importation of firewood (“as happened with the Dutch Elm Disease” [well, whoa there! are they
claiming that Dutch Elm Disease was introduced by recreationists???]. One thing this work does
not do is specifically point to horses as disproportionate or even primary vectors for noxious
weeds, even though it refers to the work described below [as by Benninger-Traux, a citation
error curiously — coincidentally? — perpetuated in the USFWS Rocky Flats document]. In
summary, this study has some valid contents, but we feel that overall it is flawed and lacks
objectivity.

The work by Benninger-Truax (1993) has similar flaws with regard to objectivity. The author
initially conducted this study as as a student in Ohio in 1989 and reworked it for later
publication. She collected horse [referred to derogatorily in the study as “scat”] from
stables and trails outside and inside Rocky Mountain National Park, was successful in finding
some viable seeds therein, observed weeds growing along trails in greater (but unmeasured)
abundance near the trails than elsewhere, and concluded that horses are dispersal agents for
weeds. The report contains no acknowledgement that other studies have been conducted which
yielded far more ambivalent results, nor any recognition that other vectors may have been
responsible for any perceived increase in weeds along horse trails. Fortunately, the management
of Rocky Mountain National Park chose to ignore this report in any of the subsequent revisions
of its management plan!

BCHA would like to refer the US Fish & Wildlife Service and its consultants, instead, to the
Colorado Department of Agriculture Weed Coordinator, Eric Lane (303-239-4100). We have
worked extensively with him on the subject of horses and noxious weeds, and are in the process
of publishing a brochure on this subject for statewide distribution. He is extremely clear that
horses are not a disporportionate vector for the spread of noxious weeds, either in their hair coats
or in their manure. Indeed, Lane points to the wind, the water, the wildlife, and truck tires as
being far more responsible for the spread of noxious weeds in Colorado. He also believes that
any increase in nitrogen content along horse trails from manure is insignificant and does not
contribute a favorable environment for seed germination; that it is the initial trail construction
disturbance itself that may create a temporarily weedy situation, which subsides rapidly upon
establishment of the trail. Indeed, Lane asserts strongly that you shouldn’t restrict equestrian
access to any Rocky Flats trails based on a generalized fear of horses spreading weeds there
(personal communication, March 11, 2004).

There are many ways to reduce or eliminate introduction of weeds related to horses, including a
requirement that only certified weed-free hay be brought onto the Reserve (as is currently
enforced by the National Park Service and by the USDA Forest Service, and recommended by
various city and county open space agencies). The Colorado Department of Agriculture has a
Certified Weed-Free Hay program whose products can easily be verified.

22-9. Thank you for your comment.

22-10. The Service has received mixed support for equestrian access
and has concerns about the potential ecological impacts related to
additional weed sources, increased trail erosion, and user conflicts.
For these reasons, the Service’s limitation of equestrian access in
Alternative B is intended to provide a separation of uses and to be
conservative with regard to ecological impacts.

22-11. The Service is aware that there are many divergent opinions
and conflicting studies regarding the specific impacts of various trail
uses on the environment. As noted, there is a “paucity of objective
data about the effects of recreation trail users on trail sustainability.”
In preparing the DEIS, the Service was careful to acknowledge that
the context and conditions of specific studies may or may not apply to
the Rocky Flats environment. However, the types of general effects
that are possible as a result of various trail uses, as described in
Section 4.4, appear to be a reasonable assessment. Given the general
effects that may occur, the EIS concludes that the proposed trail uses
would result in “localized, long term effects” that could be mitigated
by appropriate trail maintenance and visitor use management. This
discussion has been revised to better reflect the general nature of the
types of potential effects, and the specific impacts that are likely to
result from the alternatives.

22-12. While there is disagreement in the scientific and recreation
community about the extent that recreationists in general and
equestrians in particular contribute to the dispersal of noxious weeds
along trails, the Service believes that it is reasonable to assume, as
stated in the EIS, that bicycles and horses have the potential to carry
and disperse weed seeds. The Benninger-Truax (1992) article
describes observations that noxious weeds were more concentrated
along trails. Other studies have confirmed this observation. The
Service does not find reason to validate speculation in these or other
articles that equestrians or any other particular trail users are more or
less responsible for weed dispersal. The Service has taken relevant
observations from the articles cited and is not inclined to speculate on
the policy intentions or the adequacy of the methods used in these or
other studies.

22-13. Mr. Lane has been actively involved in CCP/EIS process, and
has provided useful comments to the DEIS.
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22-15

22-16

22-17

22-18

22-19

22-20

The Draft CCP&EIS acknowledges that weeds are already a problem thoughout the Reserve,
even now when there are no trails and no public access (e.g. p.103). Therefore, we are perplexed
as to why the Draft CCP&EIS singles out horses and suggests that equestrian access be
“contingent” on working out commitments from equestrian groups to pick up manure from the
trails twice monthly. We believe this proposal is excessive and not supported by the data; we
urge you to eliminate this aspect of the plan. Instead, we urge you to replace it with voluntary
adopt-a-trail i whose particip would be responsible for weed control in general
along all trails they adopt — not just equestrians. Gather quanitative baseline data now, monitor
the situation for a reasonable period; then use adaptive management to comrect problems if they
arise. Please don’t start out with excessive restrictions. Don’t fix it if it ain’t broke!

We want this Reserve to be a healthy ecological community — and a good neighbor to adjacent
landowners -- as much as anyone else. Controlling weeds is an essential part of this relationship.
Therefore, we urge you to allocate more budget and more designated (or even seasonal)
personnel to winning the weed war at Rocky Flats - not by restricting visitors.

CONCLUSIONS

Although it is not specifically stated in the mission of the Fish and Wildlife Service, providing
benefits to people is a very important part of the equation in public land management in the
United States. We are part of the ecosystem, and we want to have meaningful access to public
lands for the enhancement of our mental and physical well-being. Only by being able to get out
there personally to appreciate nature will we be able to continue supporting public land
acquisition and management programs.

Attached please find a summary of a new book written by Michael Manfredo, a professor at
CSU, entitled “Wildlife Viewing: a management handbook.” It provides an excellent model for
achieving harmony among public land managers, recreationists, and environmental
protectionists, based on emphasizing the benefits provided by public land management
programs. We urge all involved to read the book and to consider its implications.

Also attached please find a map of a modified Alternative B trail system for the Rocky Flats
National Wildlife Refuge as we would like to see it.

Thank you for your consideration of our input. We look forward to working with you on this
important project.

Q:»MAAL W

-

Suzanne Webel
External Vice President, Trails & Public Lands Chair

RKYFLTS3.LET

22-14. The use of weed-free hay on the Refuge would be encouraged
through education and outreach. The Service believes that due to
limited resources and the proximity of the site to many potential
horse users, it would be difficult to enforce a weed-free requirement.
Therefore, the Service believes that education and outreach would be
more effective.

22-15. The Service acknowledges that weeds have become a serious
ecological issue at Rocky Flats in the absence of equestrian or any
public use. While natural resource protection is a priority of Refuge
management, equestrian or bicycle access are not priority public uses
of the Refuge. The inclusion of equestrian use, as a mode of access,
would be permitted with the stipulation that equestrian groups would
remove horse manure on a volunteer basis. This stipulation is given
in the interest of protecting native habitat from increased weed
dispersal. While the Service recognizes the debate about whether
horse manure is indeed a vector for weed dispersal, natural resource
protection is a higher priority than equestrian access so the Service
has elected to take a conservative approach.

Another concern about equestrian access is the aesthetic impact of
horse manure on trails. Extensive amounts of manure on trails can
increase user conflicts and complaints from other Refuge visitors.
This is another reason why equestrian use would be permitted with
the stipulation that equestrian groups would remove horse manure on
a volunteer basis.

22-16. Weed management would be a critical component of any
Refuge management scenario. The Service believes that the proposed
weed management budget in Alternative B would be sufficient to
achieve the weed reduction targets described in Objective 1.5.

22-17. Thank you for your participation.
22-18. Thank you for your comment.

22-19. The attached map was reviewed by the planning team. Its
consideration is addressed in the responses to comments 22-5, 22-6,
and 22-7.

22-20. Thank you for your input.
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(303) 4692534 /10 CHURCHRANCH 73 23-1. Figure 19 and the discussion in Section 3.8 of the FEIS have
(303) 469-1873 10050 Wadsworth Bl Fax: tm-’ﬁsﬂ% been revised to reflect the approval of the West Spray Field mining
Ve, o0 ECEIVE permit.
February 25, 2004 10 g g % o 23-2. Thank you for your comment.
X .
Pﬂ@@%l Wy

Laurie Shannon %%

Planning Team Leader My

US Fish and Wildlife Service

Rocky Mtn Arsenal Building 121

Commerce City CO 80022

RE: Rocky Flats CCP/EIS

Dear Laurie:

Thanks for getting me a copy of the Rocky Flats CCP/EIS so quickly. Preliminarily

I would like to make the following suggestions:

Page 118 Please expand this map to include OU-11. See example of map
23-1 modification with notations.

Mineral Rights — include the West Spray Field OU-11 area

23-2 Page 119 Water Rights - The Smart Reservoir system includes both ponds D-1

& D-2, and the ponds work in tandem. They are know by us as the
upper and lower Church Ponds.

As I continue to review I will make more comments.

Very truly ypurs,

CHURCH RANCH

Charles C. McKay

CCM/krm

cc:  Gregg Bradbury
Perry McKay
Bruce Nickerson
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23-3. Thank you for your comment.
(303) 469-2534 10 CHURCHRANCH 73
(303) 469-1873 — Fax: (303) 469-4293
Westminster, CO
80021 606,
10 %y ".60
April 22, 2004 s ‘g
’*’%%
Laurie Shannon %%
Planning Team Leader 4%‘&%
Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge
US Fish and Wildlife Service
Rocky Mtn. Arsenal, Building 121
Commerce City, CO 80022
RE: CCP/EIS
Dear Laurie:
23-3 Thank you for your work on the CCP/EIS. We support Plan B as outlined in the draft EIS

for the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge since this land is owned by the tax payers,
there should be public trail access to the property.

Yours very truly,

Charles McKay

CCM/krm

enclosure
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#
23-4. Thank you for your comments.
G i 23-5. The proposed access roads have been designed to provide
/ C \ reasonable access to ditches, utility easements, and other private
N V- property rights on the Refuge. The Service would work with Church
13y g gy
dbinio SHMGIRAON ° — Ranch to ensure reasonable access to those facilities.
(303) 469-1873 \ Ceo o o Fax: (303} 469.4293
c uminster, C0
8002 ]/
“"“- 10
February 20, 2004 Q
- oé?,,
Laurie Shannon ‘6
Planning Team Leader o
US Fish and Wildlife Service ‘9.5)9
Rocky Mtn Arsenal Building 121 %
Commerce City CO 80022 %
RE:  Rocky Flats CCP/EIS %
Dear Laurie:
23-4 As a neighboring landowner | would like to request a copy of the Rocky Flats
CCP/EIS when it becomes available. After | reviewed your planning update [ agree
with the service identification of Alternate B with a moderate level of public use.
23-5 Please do not remove interior truck trails as they will be needed to access private

water rights, points of diversion, head gates, etc..

Very truly yours,
rd

S
CHURCH RANCH

Charles C. McKay

CCM/krm
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Y
- K,
AP ¢
S Colorado 24-1. Thank you for your comments.
ARG, S 24-2. Thank you for your comments.
April 22, 2004 24-3. Thank you for your comments.
ﬁockyll;;lav_s téanh;?;al Wildlife Refuge 24-4. The Service agrees that public hunting would be a safe and
ttn: ure on ' H H H
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service positive form of wildlife dependent recreation on the Refuge, and
Rocky Mountain Arsenal Bldg. 121 would complement other tools for managing ungulate populations.
Commerce City, CO 80022 Objective 1.6 — Deer and Elk Management, and Objective 2.10 —
Dear Ms. Shannon: Huntipg Program, have peen revised to bett_er co_rrelate the .
establishment and analysis of target population size and public
24-1 The Colorado Wildlife Federation has reviewed the draft Comprehensive Conservation i i i
Plan & Environmental Statement for the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge. huntmg_programs’ and to Cla”fy that huntmg _\NO!J|d be used as bOth. a
Congratulations on a well-written, comprehensive document. population management tool and a form of wildlife-dependent public
o O ’ recreation. The Final CCP/EIS has been revised to propose only
_ e C strongly endorses the Propo ction (Alternative B — Wildlife, Habitat, an H
24-2 Public Use), which covers these three important goals: “Implement extensive habitat and archery and ShOtgunS fO.I’ deer/elk huntmg' The_propos_al to ?IIOW the
wildlife management and conservation focused on the restoration to pre-settlement use of muzzle-loading rifles has been removed in consideration of
conditions. Accommodate wildlife-dependent public use. Facilitate compatible scientific Safety comments received during the pub||c review of the Draft
research that focuses on habitats, wildlife, and public use.” CCP/EIS
24-3 The proposed practices that we endorse include (a) using a variety of management
techniques (including prescribed fire and grazing) to restore disturbed areas,
(b) conserving native plant communities and wildlife (including re-introduction of native
fish and sharp-tailed grouse), (c) reducing coverage of invasive weeds, (d) using a
graduated approach to allowing various public uses (e.g., hiking, biking, horse riding),
(e) teaching environmental education to high school and college students, (f) using
partnerships to address habitat conservation across boundaries, (g) implementing a
volunteer program to assist refuge staff, (h) maintaining stock fences, and (i) instituting a
organized youth/disabled hunting program.
We think the hunting program is particularly important to institute as a management tool
24-4 because we already have situations on the Front Range (e.g., Rocky Mountain National

Park and Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR) where the deer and elk populations are too
high. The result has been habitat destruction for themselves and other wildlife. As we
have learned at the Arsenal, non-hunting forms of control are expensive, management
intensive, and often ineffective. Furthermore, we promote increasing opportunities for
youth to learn low to hunt under a managed situation. Most youth; especially-in tirban
environments, are'not learning about this important heritage and the enjoyrent of being
outdoors and participating in ethical chase. In addition, there is 4 real need to increase
opportunities for disabled who like to hunt.

445 Union Blvd., Suite 302, Lakewood, Colorado 80228 (303) 987-0400 Fax (303) 987-0200
www.coloradowildlife.org = E-Mail cwfed @ coloradowildlife.org
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24-5

24-6

24-7

24-8

24-9

24-10

We suggest that the objective of reducing coverage of invasive weeds be changed to
elimination of invasive weeds. These species pose one of the biggest threats to wildlife
habitat in our country. The Refuges Program has an obligation to set a standard for other
public land managers, such as the mangers of the Corps’ reservoirs in Denver, city and
county open space, BLM lands, and forests. The goal should be elimination even if it is
practically impossible to reach without spending a lot of money.

Your report recognizes the potential impact of mining in the headwaters of the drainages
on the refuge lands. Such recognition does not go far enough. As we discussed in
correspondence to the Congressional delegation from this state before the refuge
authorizing language was passed, the Department of Energy needs to support a special
appropriation for acquisition of the mining rights on this property as part of the costs of
closing the facility and turning it over to the USFWS. Why should the USFWS be
burdened with this problem? Please subtantiate this funding need in the final documents.

We were pleased to see research emphasized because it is key to adaptive management.
For example, monitoring your efforts to protect and improve riparian habitat for the
Preble’s Meadow Jumping Mouse is important. While it isn’t clearly spelled out in the
report, we assume such monitoring will include hydrological studies. Determining
effects in changes in hydrology for the mouse as well as the Ute Ladies’-Tresses could
also provide important information for recovery efforts elsewhere and help evaluate
effects of future mining.

Another hydrological aspect that needs to be considered is maintaining a sufficient
number of the existing monitoring wells. Because groundwater can move slowly, future
monitoring will be important to ensure that cleanup operations were successful and to
collect baseline data before additional mining is begun on the bench in the headwater
drea.

We recognize that during the Rocky Flats clean up the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is
in a position far different than its role in the Rocky Mountain Arsenal clean-up. With
respect to the Arsenal, the Service was privy to the progression of projects and conferred
regularly with the Army and Shell Oil Company. At Rocky Flats, the Service should be
assured that it possesses adequate information to assess the risk to human health in the
buffer zone before making decisions on public use. This is just one reason why we stated
above that we support continued research and a graduated approach to allowing access.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have questions about this letter, please
contact Dennis Buechler, Emeritus Board Member and former Chair, at (303) 627-0997
or at his email address: wetlandsandwater(@comcast.net.

Sincerely,
I}

Wayrle East
Executive Director

24-5. Noxious weed infestations at Rocky Flats are among the
greatest natural resource concerns on the site. The Service supports
that philosophical goal of eliminating weeds at Rocky Flats during
the 15-year life of the CCP. However, one of the Service’s guidelines
for writing management objectives is that the objectives are
achievable. To that end, the Service believes that an incremental
approach to weed reduction resulting in a 60 percent total reduction in
15 years would be achievable, and would have significant ecological
benefits.

24-6. The Service agrees that potential additional surface mining on
Refuge land in the headwaters of the Refuge streams would have an
adverse impact on the management of the Refuge and its resources,
and would not be compatible with the purposes of the Refuge or the
NWRS. As the DEIS and FEIS discusses under Mineral Rights of
Section 3.8, the Service will not accept the transfer of administrative
jurisdiction of lands subject to mining until the United States owns
the associated mineral rights, or until mined lands have been
reclaimed to native grasslands.

24-7. If funding becomes available, the Service is interested in
pursuing research and monitoring related to potential hydrological
changes related to ongoing mining activities at Rocky Flats.

24-8. As part of the DOE’s long-term stewardship responsibilities,

all monitoring equipment, including groundwater monitoring wells,
will remain in place. This applies to wells throughout the lands that
will become the Refuge, in addition to the DOE retained area.

24-9. Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a
Refuge until the EPA certifies DOE has completed cleanup and
closure. The Service is not a decision-maker in matters regarding
cleanup.

24-10. Thank you for your comment.
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W THE LEAGUE R
OF WOMEN VOTERS ECnyg
JEFFERSON COUNTY, AP D
COLORADO Ao ! 25-1. Thank you for your comments.
u . .
Poq“?y"?ﬂmmk 25-2. Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a
) ""%‘Mmm Refuge until the EPA certifies DOE has completed a cleanup and
ApriLE; 2003 closure. The FEIS includes additional discussion of cleanup-related
Mr. Dean Rundle issues in Section 1.8.
Refuge Manager, Division of Refuge Planning . o
Region 6, Fish and Wildlife Service 25-3. All public use would be managed though a combination of
Box 25486, Denver Federal Center signage, education, and law enforcement. These methods have
Denver, CO 80225-0486 ] |
proven to be effective at other Refuges and in many open space areas.
In the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation of the
Dear Mr. Rundle, DOE retained area be “seamless” with few obvious visual differences
The Jefferson County League of Women Voters has had a long interest in the Rocky Flats Clean- between the Refuge z_and_the DOE retained_ area. _Section 1.8 of the
25-1 up Process. We have a strong position on Environmental Planning and Management. Having FEIS was revised to indicate that the Service believes that a four-
attended the recent hearings on the DRAFT Comprehensive Conservation Plan and strand barbed-wire agricultural fence and/or permanent obelisks
Environmental Impact Statement, we wish to comment on the proposed alternatives for the A . .
wildlife refuge. would demarcate the interior property boundary, keep any livestock
_ out of the DOE lands, and clarify that the DOE lands would be closed
There remains a great deal of concern about the safety of the site. The refuge should not be to public access. Such a fence would not adversely affect the
25-2 opened to the public until extensive and thorough monitoring of air, water, soil, vegetation, and L it :
animals has taken place over a length of time. Consistent, negative results are needed for some moven_1ent of W|Id||f_e across the_sne, and would not be v!sually
time before people can use the site. obtrusive. The Service has provided these recommendations to the
Access to the DOE industrial area is another real concern and careful planning needs to be of the RFCA partles.
25-3 highest priority if Alternatives B or D are chosen and this area remains unfenced. Responsible _ . . .
us6 of the refige will be absolutely casential, Therefore, good trail placement and signage must 25-4. The Serwge believes that surface mining of Refuge Iand_would
be carefully considered. In addition, the public must be informed. Full use of the media in this have an adverse impact on the management of the Refuge and its
regard is important. A Visitor's Center for Alternative B as well as D is important so that visitors resources, and would not be compatible with the purposes of the
o be Informed and Fept out of the DOE. tdnstrist axch. Refuge or the NWRS. As the DEIS and FEIS discusses under
Our understanding is that a private firm owns the mineral rights to about 1/4 of the acreage at Mineral Rights of Section 3.8, the Service will not accept the transfer
25-4 Roc:g thi T;I::SI}S S"f:f::mme, and :{t{iusbf; we km‘]‘fl;;c'ﬂ‘l;*f ST ot cmj:li:;:‘ﬂ- s of administrative jurisdiction of lands subject to mining until the
our hope that t 5. Government wi able to purci e mineral rights so I - - - . . R
might be usable by the public in the future. Thank you for giving us the opportunity to participate United States 0\_an the assc_)uated mineral rights, or until mined lands
in this very important process. have been reclaimed to native grasslands.
Sincerely,
Flodie Anderson, President
Jefferson County League of Women Voters
1425 Brentwood Street, Suite 7, Lakewood, CO 80214 &  303/238-0032 &  www.lwvjeffco.org
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o Letter #26 Response
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION'
People and Nature: Our Future Is in the Balance
RECE
* Rocky Mountain Natural Resource Center E,VED
NATIONAL APH 5
WILDLIFE 27 0y 26-1. Thank you for your comments.
FEDE RA'_T.I{_J_N‘ Us p )
www.nwi.org* April 26, 2004 Wmuﬁwﬁmgﬁm 26-2. The proposed trails were carefully planned to avoid impacts to
AL Ny Preble’s habitat. To that end, all of the proposed trails within
Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Preble’s habitat would use existing roads and road crossings, and
ﬁta:;dLSa:ﬂe SFha;mg:N ﬁ???insgn-m Leader most would be subject to seasonal closures to protect the mouse. The
m ates ri1s 1dite service H H H 7 H
Rocky Mountain Arsenal, Building 121 Serwce_belleves that these measures, coupled Wlth Preble’s habitat
Commerce City, CO 80022 restoration, would not adversely affect the species.
Subject: Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan & Environmental Impact Statement for Rocky 26-3. The Service SUppOI’tS the philOSOphiCﬂl goal of managing for
Elats Natlonal Wikt le Refuge 100 percent native species composition in the xeric tallgrass
Dear Ms. Shannon: communities during the 15-year life of the CCP. However, one of the
26-1 The National Wildlife Federation (NWF) respectfully submits our comments on the Draft SerVIC_e S gUIdeIm_eS for writing management ob!ectlve_s is that the
Comprehensive Conservation Plan & Environmental Impact Statement for Rocky Flats National objectives are achievable. To that end, the Service believes that an
Wildlife Refuge. incremental approach to weed reduction and xeric tallgrass
As the nation’s largest member-supported conservation education organization, the National management reSUItmg _m a 80 percent native Spe?'es_ (_:omposmon_ln
Wildlife Federation unites people from all walks of life to protect nature, wildlife, and the world 15 years would be achievable, and would have significant ecological
we all share. NWF has educated and inspired families to uphold America’s conservation benefits
tradition since 1936. Our common sense approach to environmental protection brings ’
individuals, organizations, and governmental agencies together to ensure a brighter future for
people and wildlife.
The NWF strongly favors Alternative B — Wildlife, Habitat, & Public Use (Proposed Action).
We agree with the approach of emphasizing both wildlife and habitat conservation along with a
moderate level of wildlife-dependent public use. We are especially pleased that the Plan
addresses efforts to restore xeric tallgrass prairie, the removal and restoration of 25 miles of
roads, and the restoration of riparian areas.
However, we do have some comments relating to the proposed action. We will present these
comments below:
Wildlife and Habitat:
26-2
Concerning the management of the Preble’s meadow jumping mouse and its habitat, we
26-3 encourage you to consider not putting trails within Preble’s habitat.

We would encourage you to accelerate the schedule for restoration of the xeric tallgrass prairie.
We would request that Objective 1.2 be revised to read, “Maintain the total number of native
species to be at least 100 percent of the . . . plant species . . . in the tallgrass community. . . .

2260 Baseline Road, Suite 100, Boulder, CO 80302 Tel: 303-786-8001
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Letter #26 continued

Response

26-4

26-5

26-6

26-7

26-8

26-9

26-10

26-11

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge
April 25, 2004
Page 2

The map for Alternative B does not clearly identify the area for restoration of the mixed
grassland prairie. Is the area identified as the disturbed area the area for restoration?

We are encouraged by the efforts to restore and revegetate roads. The Plan states these will be
restored within the life of the CCP, but does not indicate if these roads will be closed in the first
year. We encourage you to close these roads immediately to avoid them being used by Refuge
staff and the public, which will make them more difficult to close later.

Concerning weed management, we recognize the need for using all methods listed in the CCP.
However, we are concerned about the use of grazing by goats and especially cattle. Our prime
concern is the impacts these animals can have on riparian areas. Also, it would be important that
these animals be quarantined prior to entering the Refuge to prevent the introduction of
additional noxious weeds.

As you note, the black-tailed prairie dog is a controversial species on the forefront of
conservation in the United States. Since the population in the Refuge has been so drastically
reduced by plague, we do not agree that prairie dogs should be controlled to facilitate human
recreation. We believe that the USFWS mandate for “wildlife first” should be followed.

We are encouraged by the proposed action including the reintroduction of species including the
sharp-tailed grouse, northern redbelly dace, and commeon shiner. We would encourage you to
consider working cooperatively with the Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) to reintroduce
pronghorn to the Refuge.

We support the removal of interior stock fencing for facilitating wildlife movement within the
Refuge. However, since the perimeter of the Refuge is currently fenced, the USFWS should
explore ways to mitigate the impacts the fences have on the movement of wildlife. Also, if
Highway 93 is improved and/or expanded, the USFWS should work with the Department of
Transportation to install wildlife crossings to decrease wildlife/human conflicts. We feel this is
extremely important in light of the fact that elk currently cross Highway 93 and the installation
of wildlife underpasses or overpasses would greatly minimize wildlife related accidents and
improve public safety.

Public Use, Education and Interpretation

We support your plan for a limited youth and/or disabled hunting program on the Refuge.
Hunting is an important management tool which will aid in the population dynamics of the mule
deer herd.

Because of the history of the site, we recommend the USFWS moving cautiously with opening
the Refuge to public use and should only be opened when reasonable assurance that post-cleanup
soil levels meet standards set to ensure public safety on the property.

26-4. The area identified as “disturbed area” in the DEIS maps would
be restored to mixed grassland prairie. The maps in the FEIS have
been revised.

26-5. With the exception of the main access road, none of the roads
would be accessible to the public for motorized vehicle use. Some
existing roads would be converted for use by the public as pedestrian
or non-motorized multi-use trails. Objective 2.2 — Public Access has
been revised to clarify this point. Other roads that would be restored
would be closed as soon as possible, but may not be closed
immediately following Refuge establishment due to funding
constraints.

26-6. Besides grazing prescriptions as part of an Integrated Pest
Management (IPM) program, intense, short-rotation cattle grazing
may be prescribed to restore natural ecological processes. In that
instance, cattle would be used to emulate the bison grazing to restore
the natural disturbance regime required by a healthy grassland. The
Service anticipates that grazing programs would require a system of
temporary electric fences to manage livestock, including exclusion of
cattle from Preble’s habitat, riparian areas, and other sensitive
habitats such as tall upland shrubland communities. Grazing
programs will be designed and managed to minimize the introduction
of additional weeds to the Refuge. Specific strategies would be
outlined in a step-down IPM plan.

26-7. The primary purpose of plague control on the Refuge would be
for the protection of human safety and prairie dog populations. The
language of Objective 1.7 — Prairie Dog Management has been
revised to clarify those priorities. The Service does not propose to
control prairie dogs to facilitate recreation. However, the Service will
manage prairie dogs to facilitate resource conservation and maintain
the protectiveness of cleanup facilities. The black-tailed prairie dog
is a short-grass prairie species. It would be unnatural and detrimental
to native ecosystems to encourage or allow prairie dog colonization
of sensitive plant communities such as the xeric tallgrass community
or riparian areas. Although the Service will not be responsible for
management of DOE retained lands, the Service will work with DOE
to reduce the potential for prairie dogs and other burrowing animals
to invade and compromise the remedy by burrowing in DOE areas of
residual subsurface contamination.

26-8. The Service consulted with CDOW in preparation of the Draft
CCP/EIS and discussed the issue of pronghorn reintroduction. At this
time, CDOW is not in favor of pronghorn reintroduction at Rocky
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Flats due to a lack of sufficient unfragmented habitat and proximity
to highways and urbanized areas. The Service defers to CDOW in
this matter and will not consider pronghorn reintroduction without the
cooperation of CDOW.
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#
26-9. The Service believes that the existing barbed-wire boundary
Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge fence, which is propos:ed _for all glternatives, would not pose a parrier
April 25, 2004 to the movement of wildlife. With regard to nearby transportation
Fagea improvements, Section 4.16 includes an expanded discussion that
) ) outlines the Service’s potential concerns that the Service would have
26-12 We would discourage the use horses in the Refuge as they would be a potential source for the related to any transportation improvements along Indiana Street
spread of noxious weeds. . . . o
Highway 128, and Highway 93, and recommendations for mitigating
potential impacts.
Working with Others
: 26-10. Thank you for your comment.
26-13 We are encouraged by the Refuge’s desire to work closely with Jefferson County, City of y y
Boulder, Boulder County, City and County of Broomfield, City of Westminster, Town of 26-11. The CCP/EIS is written under the premise that the land will
Superior, City of Arvada and CDOW to coordinate habitat management and resource ! D . ;
conservation strategies. The Refuge should seek formal agreements with these entities to work be remed _|ate_d and certn‘_le_d prior to t_he establ |shment_of the Refuge.
gfﬁcient]y and cost effectively OII] such issues as noxious weeds and other resource management The Service is not a decision-maker in matters regarc“ng Cleanup' but
fasues thak eross Refege bovadiarce. the EPA and CDPHE have indicated that all activities proposed in the
Research CCP would be safe (Appendix D). However, the Service also
26-14 = b o ot iitinribonih Y acknowledges the concerns of many members of the public regarding
e support your approach of advancing knowledge about the resources of the Kefug . - - . .
research. We encourage the Refuge to establish cooperative working relationships with the location and level of res_ldual contamination on Ignds tl_qat will
universities and other resource agencies, such as CDOW and USGS. become the Refuge. For this reason, an additional discussion of
26-15 contamination issues has been added in Section 1.8.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. If you have questions about this letter, please
contact Dyanne Singler, Land Stewardship Manager, at 303/786-8001 x23 or singler@nwf.org.

Sincerely,

BRI

Stephen C. Torbit, Ph.D.
Center Director & Senior Scientist

26-12. While there is common speculation that horses can contribute
significantly to the spread of weeds, the Service also recognizes that
there is disagreement within the scientific and recreation communities
on that point. Recognizing this uncertainty, the Service proposes to
allow limited equestrian access under the conditions outlined in the
Compatibility Determination (Appendix B).

26-13. The Service would support opportunities to collaborate with
other jurisdictions in matters regarding regional resource management
issues.

26-14. The Service is looking forward to working with researchers
from a variety of organizations to advancing our knowledge of refuge
resources.

26-15. Thank you for your comments.
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4 Letter #27 Response
27-1. Thank you for your comments.
E eLAN
i RECEIVED Eb 27-2. The Service agrees with your assumptions.
Eansie Sliaonon, Blammisg Teans Leadis APR 2 6 2004 (]| 27-3. The purposes of the Re_fuge qnd the priorities by Wh_ich it
%&mﬁiﬁiﬂt i& E;.?:ld:isz Service LY T — 2l shgulq be managed are established in t_he Rocky Flats Ngtlonal o
L laate e CKY MOUNTAIN ARSENAL hifR g | i Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001 (Appendix A), and the National Wildlife
S e o VQ [ (o) Refuge Improvement Act of 1997. This policy guidance is described
e FFC in section 1.1. The Service designed all alternatives, including
27-1 Several PLAN Jeffco members are actively following the plans for a wildlife refuge at Rocky Flats, and PLAN Jeffco has Alternative D, to fulfill the letter and intent of those pOliCiES. The
long supported preservation of the native prairies in the Rocky Flats area. PLAN Jeffco is a citizen organization i i i i i
established in 1971 to create the Jefferson Co. Open Space system; we continue to serve in an mmigi?::apacity, working S_erVICE.dlsagrees with the assess”ment tha.t Alternative D prow_des
with the Open Space staff and others to provide citizen review of plans, acquisitions, and other issues. We are pleased to either “intensive or uncontrolled” recreational use. While the |mpacts
provide the following general co ts on some of the alternatives proposed. At the end, we have indicated i i i i
Vi almeritade) e gt T Gt Rl o CoE R ot of recre_atlona_l use would be greater in Alternative D, _they are still _
compatible with the Refuge purposes and goals. Additional analysis
_ First, we would like to establish clearly that when we refer to "Rocky Flats" throughout this letter, we are referring to the i i i
27-2 buffer zone areas that are to be included in the Refuge, and NOT to the contaminated plant site that will be retained in (Table 14) has shown that the Iength of trail per acre in Alternative D
DOE ownership. We certainly would not support any public use of the latter area, and urge that you take any steps would be lower than other nearby open space facilities.
necessary to preclude public use, even by accident. We understand that this falls into DOE jurisdiction at this time, and
m}; ;";f:;‘::;‘ Sﬂi&!‘:’-‘ﬁf&“&‘t any I;:ils F:;de aoceisiglee_arel s;‘:f, for ‘:w ]{m;;lic- Ou_rlcgam;nw futrﬁmfeiy on 27-4. The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that all of the lands that
1 € con 0 € areas to mciu in the kel unti ee H
complete on lhc':sc lands. _\\{hilc the primary responsibility for public safety rests with EPgAeand DOE, the g‘:rvi:ecwei‘?r:lpso will become the _R?nge_Wou Id be Safe_ for all of the_ p!’OF.)OSGd Refuqe
have to ensure itself that it is safe to proceed with the plans for the Refuge. management activities, including public use. To minimize the
27.3 As a general comment, we'd like to mention that Open Space bas found it valusble, when establishing a new park or impacts of public use on native grassland, riparian areas, and other
acquiring a new area, to clarify the primary use(s) for which an area is intended. Some sites are protected with an eye to sensitive natural resources, most of the trails would be converted
maintaining their values as natural areas, while others are intended for development of recreational facilities, including f ot d
creating ballparks and building recreation centers. We believe the evidence of the last several years (Colorado Natural rom existi ng roadas.
Eeri;agc Program report, 1993; Rock Creek Reserve establist dh ts; Grassland studies reports by David
uckner, ESCO Assoc.) has shown the incredible value of the Rocky Flats area as an ecosystem connector, wildlife H H H i H
corridor, and a significant remnant native prairie with important wildlife habitat. We note that you have strongly stated With regard to _the delineation of the DOE re_tamed area, the SeI’V-ICE
tt{;t.]t:;e;:t:ni! values are c;ntral to th; sigudiﬁcancehandhpurpose of the new refuge (DEIS, p 3), as noted in your recommended in the DEIS that the demarcation be “seamless” with
"Wildlife First" interpretive theme as well, and urge that these stat ts be established as a legal late for H ; ;
management of the property. If these are to be the core purpose and value of the Refuge, we believe that intensive or feW-ObVIOUS visual (_jlﬁerences between the Reque and the DOE
uncontrolled recreational use, as proposed in Alternative D, is not supportable. As detailed below, we support elements of retained area. Section 1.8 of the FEIS elaborates that the Service
Alternatives A, B and C that allow limited i i i 5 H H H
notiven A, B d C tint allow Nestied wsc while asittiag Srlaguats protectian. for all conayateon scnpononts. believes that a barbed-wire agricultural fence and/or permanent
Recreational use obelisks would demarcate the interior property boundary, keep any
27-4 We do believe that very limited recreational use, in the buffer zone only, could be appropriate if properly managed. Large livestock out Of the DOE Iands, and Cla”fy that the DOE lands are
rves ofmﬂx grassland and the riparian drainages on the western part of the buffer zone have not been subject to closed to public access. Such a fence would not adversely affect the
plowing or other soil disturbance and thus are unlikely to represent a health risk to the public. Any areas that are i1dli i i
questionatle as % ooxtasination WeoRd, of Gourse, be resrionid sonmpléselys wo ballows adonuets Eacng I socessacy fo movement of wildlife across the site, and would not be visually
restrict public access to the non-Refuge (DOE maintained) areas. obtrusive. The Service has provided these recommendations to the
27-5 Very limited peripheral trails, especially through trails, are acceptable as connectors with regional trail systems. Trails RFCA partles.

should be, as proposed, along existing roads or other access routes, avoiding additional ground disturbance, and as close
as possible to the north and south boundaries. We think that the trail density and open use allowed under Alternative B is
ive: we gly recc  that there be no "off-road" area, and that unguided public access be allowed only on
the through trails, e.g., on the north and south sides of the area. Soil disturbance, such as that caused by off-trail use or
additional trail construction, could mobilize any contaminants that may be present, and thus should be avoided.

27-5. The Service agrees that the re-use of existing roads would
provide an opportunity to avoid additional ground disturbance. To
that end, 72 % of the proposed trails would be converted from
existing roads. The Service believes that the proposed trail locations
and density of Alternative B would best balance habitat preservation
and public use, and does not agree that the trail density would be
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# Letter #27 continued Response
“excessive.” As shown in Table 14, the trail density in Alternative B
would be similar to, or less than other nearby open space areas
27-6 There are two olh_er reasons why we believe vehicular use (e_ven bicycles) and oﬂ'—trgil use should be prohibited on thle including Jefferson County’s Wh ite Ranch Park and the Clty Of
Refuge. The first is that all too often, smaller forms of wildlife tend to be neglected in management plans. Insects, spiders, b
snakes, lizards, salamanders, and even small mammals are important ecosystem components on these prairies. The Boulder’s Mesa/South Boulder Creek open space area.
presence of ground-nesting birds and a variety of other wildlife means that off-trail use, especially by bicycles and
motorized vehicles, will be extremely disruptive of wildlife—and of the vegetation on which all wildlife depends. An . . . .
"off-road" area is a sacrifice area, incompatible with the purpose of a Refuge protecting wildlife and prairie. The With I’egafd to seasonal off-trail use, the Service believes that the
;:‘ir::a;r;;:::t:c megafauna” always gets full consideration; let's not forget the equally valuable, but often overlooked, potential localized impacts of off-trail use would be minor and would
' not adversely affect vegetation communities or wildlife. In regard to
27-7 The second is that proiifcra_tion afaccess_tmi]s fragments habitats and increases_ the sprea_d of noxious weeds. For the specific concerns about residual contamination, the EPA and CDPHE
latter reason, we also question the potential use by horses. Horses are great at disseminating weeds, which pass undigested R . . . R R
through their systems. There are many other areas of Open Space in the region where horses are allowed. It seems have indicated that any PI’OPOSGd pUbI IC uses, mCIUdmg off-trail use,
unnecessary to make the Refuge accessible also. The pc_)lcnlial for damage frornl off-tm_il use by horses :m_d bicycles is would be safe (Append iX D) In add ition' the proposed off-trail use
high, especially as level gr ds offer ready temptation to explore off the trails. Trails need to be monitored for weed . . .
invasion in any event, and any tendency for social footpaths and bikepaths to develop should be discouraged. The best areas (Figure 23) are outside of the DOE retained area and other areas
way to prevent such excursions is to ensure that only guided trips are allowed beyond the peripheral trails, with strict of residual soil contamination (Figure 4)
signage—and enforcement—prohibiting off-trail activities.
Preteétion of grasslands anid other sensitive aeas 27-6. With the exception of Service access for resource management
27.8 purposes, motorized vehicles would not be permitted on any Refuge
- We support the public access strategy outlined in Alternative C, that is guided tours only and limited facilities placed only HPSH H H H _ H
in previously disturbed areas. We do not support development of a public trail in the Rock Creek drainage or to the tral_ls Inany aIFernatlve' -Objecthe 22 Public ACCE-SS .has been
Lindsay Ranch area. We believe public use in sensitive areas, such as the historic ranch buildings and the ecologically revised to Clarlfy that pomt. Off-trail use would be limited to
important Rock Creek drainage, should not be encouraged, except on guided trips where visitors can be closely monitored H H H H
by Refuge staff. The Nature Conservancy has long restricted access to its sites in this way, with the concept that the pedestrlan a.CCE‘SS. Only, ona Seaso.nal- basis, a..S to aV.OId disturbance to
ecosystem is primary and public use is secondary, as your statement of significance and purpose suggests. This is a good g round-nestlng birds and other wildlife Species. With these
way to ensure that historical groups, birders, botanists, ecologists, bIO!OSISIS, geologists, and othe‘rfs with an interest, restrictions, the Service does not agree that the off-trail use area
professional or general, can be allowed to see or study these areas. This would have to be accomplished while ensuring o ) A
27-9 that the natural values of the Refuge are protected and unmonitored access and potential disturbance do not occur. would be a “sacrifice area,” but rather it would prOVIde a reasonable
Although we consider the native grasslands of critical importance here, we do not support returning the entire site to "pre- Opportun Ity for ama}teur n_atu ral IStS’ wildlife phOtOgI:apher_S’ and
settlement” condition. The historical record will not be served by removal of certain remnants of long-ago occupancy, others to access their SUbjeCtS and would be Compatlble with the
such as the surviving apple trees. In keeping with your interpretive theme of historic use, some evidence should remain.
Restoration needs to be carefully and selectively applied, with an emphasis on preventing further degradation. That is, purposes of the Reque and the NWRS.
focus on control of knapweed, smooth brome, and noxious weeds—a critical need—before undertaking massive
27.10 revegetation to pre-settlement condition. The Service agrees that insects, reptiles, and other “microfauna” are
High trail density, in addition to improving weed migration, will increase the potential for wildlife disturbance by bringing often underrepresented in management plans. In consideration of
more trail users in conflict with wildlife and provoking more frequent flight reactions. Again, if this large, relatively H H
undisturbed ecosystem and corridor is to be protected intact, we should focus primarily on managing the visitors to these and .other SPECIES, tl:]e SerVIcg has tal_(en the appr(?e}ch that the
ensure the goals of the Refuge are met! conservation and restoration of native habitat communities on the
Weed management and prescribed fire Refugt_e Wou_ld benefit the native species that depend on then_1,
27.11 including microfauna. While such species were considered in the
- Prescribed fire is an important management tool. It helps maintain native prairies in good condition. The buffer zone impacts analysis the text relating to “smaller species" on page 157
grasslands, due to decades of protection from grazing, have major buildups of plant litter that are choking out the very ? ! . A .
native prairie the Refuge is established to protect. These areas are long overdue for prescribed fire or other appropriate has been revised to be inclusive of all microfauna.
------ EPA has indicated that, based on results of the test burn in 2000, they foresee no need to restrict the use of
prescribed fire. We agree that such controlled fires pose little or no hazard to the public, especially noting that the native 27-7. As exp]ained in response to comment 27-6, off-trail access
27-12 grasslands of primary interest and management need are west (upwind) of the contaminated areas. We support the use of would be open for pedestrian use only Under existing conditions

fire as a management tool. Proper timing of fire can also help suppress cool-season introduced species where appropriate.

Likewise, dormant season grazing has been shown to help maintain the native warm-season grasslands at Rocky Flats. We
support limited, carefully monitored, grazing for management purposes where the goal is to improve the overall health of

there are about 55 miles of roads in the area that would become the
Refuge. In Alternative B, about 25 miles of roads would be
revegetated, while another 15 miles of roads would be converted and
reduced in width to trails. The length of newly constructed trails
would be about 1.5 miles. While the Service agrees that trails can
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Response

27-13

the ecosystem. The amount of forage removed and the season of grazing should be monitored to ensure that adequate
mass 1s left to sustain the production and reproduction of native vegetation. Grazing should be restricted in the summer
and fall when warm-season grasses are actively growing and producing seed, and used to help control expansion of

introduced cool-season grasses, such as Canada bluegrass (Poa compressa), at the expense of native warm-season species.

Heavier grazing in the early spring months will help reduce competition from the more undesirable species.

In summary, we appreciate and support your focus on the overriding interest here—that of preserving an incredible
complex of grassland communities and native wildlife species in a wildlife refuge setting. We endorse the management
tools necessary to accomplish this in the face of pressure for increased public use. Fire, grazing, and other weed control

hniques will be imperative, but limiting public use will also be a sut ial challenge. B this special ecosystem
needs to be an exception to the heavily used parks we see elsewhere, we recommend that "people management” be your
primary tool for maintaining the Refuge as, indeed, a REFUGE—for wildlife of all kinds, and for plant species and
grassland communities that rarely occur elsewhere, and thus must be preserved here.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. Please contact Sally White (sally_white@msn.com) if you have

questions or need clarification.

Sincerely,

John Litz, Vice-President

Summary Table of Plan Jeffco Recommendations

Objective:

‘We support strategies as in

Preble's habitat management
Xeric Tallgrass management
Mixed Grassland management
Road restoration and revegetation
Weed management

Deer and Elk management
Prairie dog management
Species reintroduction

Public access

Interpretation

Environmental education
Hunting

Recreation facilities

Staff safety

Visitor safety

Conservation

Research

Volunteer program

Staffing
Operation and Mngt facilities
Cultural resource management

Alternative C
Alternative B, C
Alternative B, C
Alternative C
Altemative B, C
Alternative A
Alternative D
Alternative A
Alternative A or C
Alternative A, C
Alternative A, C
Alternative A, C
Alternative A, limited C
Alternative A, B, C
Alternative A, C
Alternative B, C
Altenative B, C
Alternative A, C (no strong position on this; volunteers
may be beneficial)
Alternative A
Alternative A
Alternative A or C

fragment habitats, the extent of proposed trails in Alternative B
would be compatible with Refuge goals, and the extensive restoration
of existing roads would have a net benefit on wildlife habitat.

In regard to noxious weed impacts, the Service recognizes that public
use can increase the spread of weed species along trails. While there
is common speculation that horses can contribute significantly to the
spread of weeds, the Service also recognizes that there is
disagreement within the scientific and recreation communities on that
point. Recognizing this uncertainty, the Service would allow limited
equestrian access under the conditions outlined in the Compatibility
Determination (Appendix B).

27-8. As established in the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act of 1997, one of the goals of the NWRS is to
provide the public with compatible, wildlife-dependent public use.
When it is deemed compatible, this public use guidance applies to all
members of the public, not just organized groups. The Service
believes that the level of access presented in Alternative B would be
compatible with the habitat protection goals of the Refuge, and would
best balance resource conservation and the provision of wildlife-
dependent recreation.

27-9. With the exception of the Lindsay Ranch structures, no other

historical resources would be removed under any of the alternatives.
There are no structures remaining associated with the apple orchard

near Woman Creek — in Alternative C the orchard would be allowed
to die off over time.

27-10. The Service believes that the proposed level of trail use would
not have any significant impacts on natural resources on the Refuge.
See responses to comments 27-5, -6, and -7 for more specifics.

27-11. The Service agrees with your assessment of grassland
management and prescribed fire, and appreciates your comment.

27-12. The Service agrees with your assessment of grassland
management and the utility of managed grazing, and appreciates your
comment.

27-13. Thank you for your comments.
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April 26, 2004 / g

us
Rocky Flats Refuge National Wildlife Refuge Raciysnt WQ:FE%
" DRAFT Comprehensive Conservation Plan & Environmental Impact Statement % “‘ﬁ%
Laurie Shannon, Planning Team Leader
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Rocky Mountain Arsenal - Building 121
Commerce City, CO 80022

Re:  DRAFT Comprehensive Conservation Plan & Environmental Impact
Statement

Dear Ms. Shannon:

Thank you for accepting these comments on behalf of the members and affiliates of

28-1  Prairie Preservation Alliance (PPA). We sincerely appreciate the opportunity to provide
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) with our concerns during this public process.
We feel that the scope of the Comprehensive Conservation Plan & Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) is incapable of achieving this step of the process without more complete
information concerning the cleanup of the Refuge. Regardless, we offer the following
ideas and input.

Summary

The goal of the DRAFT Comprehensive Conservation Plan & En\.ril'cmmentalJ Impact

Statement (DCCP) is to “guide management of Refuge operations, habitat restoration and
28-2 visitor services for the next 15 years. Guidance will be provided in the form of goals,
objectives, strategies and compatibi]ity determination.” (DCCP, p. 1.) While we agree
with the need to plan for the time when the Refuge will be placed under the management
of the FWS, we believe it is impossible to plan to the level of detail contained in the
DCCP until cleanup activities reach a point where documentation is available that clearly
defines the amounts of contamination that remain and the precautions that must be taken
to ensure the safety of the public. ;

P.O. Box 12485 + Drwves, CO 80212-0485 - (3073) 638-4672

wiviv. prairiepreservationalliance. org

28-1. Thank you for your comments.

28-2. See responses to the specific comments that follow. Under the
Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a Refuge until the
EPA certifies DOE has completed the cleanup and closure. The
Service is required by the Refuge Act to complete a CCP by
December 31, 2004.
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28-3

28-4

28-5

28-6

At this time, and with the amount of necessary information regarding the effects of the
e ination that will remain after cleanup activities are completed, the alternative that

* is most acceptable to PPA is ALTERNATIVE C/Ecological Restoration”. The addition

of Multiple Use Trails on the periphery would be acceptable, but hunting, grazing, on site
interpretive programs and all other public uses must not be permitted

Comments

Comments will be divided into general ahd specific. General comments will address
Goals that are included in multiple Alternatives, and are félat_ive to the DCCP as a whole.
Specific comments will be offered for each Objective; in order to give as much structure
as possible to them.

General ' .

Cleanup. Goal 3, Safety, states that the Refuge will be managed “in accordance with the
final Rocky Flat’s cleanup decision documents”(DCCP, p.4.) and yet those documents do
not yet exist. Until they are published, we feel it is impossible to submit a plan that
complies with those findings.

Figure 2, Comprehensive Conservation Planning Process (DCCC, p. 5.) does not include
the cleanup process or the findings that will result.. While we understand that the authors
of the DCCP are not involved in cleanup of the area, the implications to human health
and safety must be available before the planning process can proceed to the part D, the
development of and analysts of reasonable alternatives. PPA strongly suggests that the
planning process remain in Part C, which includes the determination of significant issues,
until final cleanup documents are available. Surely the safety and health of Refuge
visitors and staff must be determined and ensured before alternatives can be proffered.

Correspondence from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Colorado

- Departnient of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE), and included in the DCCC,

repeatedly warngthe FWS to minimize or prnlublt soil disturbances. (DCCC, pp. 235-
238.) Until the levels of plutonium-and americium can be positively stated, no activity
that possibly disturbs the soil should be permitted. This would include driving, walking,
horseback riding, bicycling, hunting, and scientific research—mainly all active and
passive activities that can take place in the interior of the Refuge.

Public Use and Species Conservation. Goal 1, Wildlife and Habitat Management, and
Goal 2, Public Use, Education and Interpretation may be mutually exclusive goals. Goal

1 strives to conserve the unique mountain/prairie interface “with particular consideration
given to threatened and endangered species”{DCCP, p.4.). It is unclear what documents

28-3. While many of the cleanup decision documents have not been
finalized, the Service has worked closely with the RFCA parties to
develop a plan that is consistent with the anticipated cleanup results.
The CCP/EIS is written under the premise that the land will be
remediated and certified prior to the establishment of the Refuge.
Should the assumptions regarding the general nature, location, and
safety of the Refuge land prove incorrect prior to the finalization of
cleanup documents, the Service would revise the CCP appropriately.

28-4. See response to comment 28-3. The Service is not a decision-
maker in matters regarding cleanup, but the EPA and CDPHE have
indicated that all activities proposed in the CCP would be safe.
However, the Service also acknowledges concerns regarding the
location and level of residual contamination on lands that will
become the Refuge. For this reason, we have added an additional
discussion of contamination issues in Section 1.8.

28-5. In their 2003 letters that are included in Appendix D, the EPA
and CDPHE advise the Service to minimize soil disturbances in areas
with between 7 and 50 picocuries/gram of soil contamination. As
shown in Figure 4, these areas are almost entirely contained within
the DOE retained area, and do not contain any areas that are planned
for public use, scientific research, or other Refuge management
activities. Section 3.2 — Geology and Soils contains an expanded
discussion of residual soil contamination levels.

28-6. The Service believes that both goals can be achieved at the
Refuge without compromising one another. The alternatives were
developed considering the input and professional experience of
Service biologists, planning team members, the Colorado Division of
Wildlife, and representatives from local government agencies.
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o 28-7. A National Wildlife Refuge is not necessarily the same thing as
Ms. Laurie Shannon. Comments on Rocky Flats:National Wikdlife Refuge Draft a dictionary definition of a “refuge.” As established in the National
Comprehensive Conservation Plan & Environmental Impact Statement .
. Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, one of the goals
April 26, 2004 of the NWRS is to provide the public with compatible, wildlife-
and biology were used to guarantee their protection. Neighboring Boulder City and depende_nt pUbIIC use. Congress has determined that SU(_:h uses should
County manages thousands of acres of protected grassland. Have their management be provided for if they are compatible. The Service believes that the
practices been tapped as a tool that may enable the Refuge to be operated in the manner level of access presented in Alternative B would be compatible with
that most effectively cares for the plant and animal species there? . .
. the habitat protection goals of the Refuge, and would best balance
28-7 Refuge is defined as “safe or sheltered from pursuit, danger, or trouble.” (The New resource conservation and the provision of wildlife-dependent
Oxford American Dictionary 2001, p. 1433.) Hunting, interior trails for hikers, bikers, recreation
and horses, scientific research, and prescribed fire do not provide for a safe or sheltered ’
environment for the flora and fauna that do/will use the site as a refuge. If these activities _ H P H
are to be allowed, then we recommend the name be changed to the Rocky Flats National 1128 ? Tge Servflce dlsa}%rede?wnh thf da_ssessment ttl';]at t:]he prgposed
_Recreation Area. rails and use of prescribed fire would increase, rather than decrease
8.8 ol e g epeiiet s I et becooRe DRI ‘ the thrga?s to species extinction. The trails were carefull_y p_Ianned to
loss of habitat and consumptive use. By allowing trails, prescribed fire, and consumptive use existing roads to the greatest extent possible, and trails in the
uses in the Refuge, additional habitat is made unavailable to those who seek refuge most sensitive habitat areas would be subject to seasonal closures. In
here—i i her than decreasing the th All for th
there—inereasing, rather than decreasing the threats to extinction. Allowing for the s ; o H
natural return to a balanced ecosystem will create a healthier, more fully functional addition to using existing roads, most of the trail development
prairie preserve. Wildlife would then remain for the enjoyment of those wishing to view includes reducing the width of the roadbed to the width of a trail
or photograph them from the periphery. (about 8 feet), and restoring the adjoining areas. Prescribed fire is
28-9 Vision: The vision for the Refiige i laudable. We agnoe that it can provide widely recognizeq as an important tool for grassland r_estoration, and
“ommrt_tt-);ﬁties1 ;?[?lfgreciaée the F;Tﬁxse rm:rgf_in an-urbanized area through would be used to improve the overall health and function of grassland
compatible wildlife-dependent public uses and education” (DCCP, p. 4.). PPA Tri
‘ - chior . : communities at Rocky Flats.
recommends the use of the 2001 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Survey of
Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation to strengthen the vision. The e
survey found that wildlife watchers spent $38 billion, and increase of 5% over their 1996 28'9: See r_esponses to co_mments 28'_6 and 28-7. _In addltlon_’ the
survey. On the other hand, hunters spent $21 billion, a decreasé of 7% over their 1996 Service believes that the limited hunting program in Alternatives B
survey. We recommend the optimization of opportunities that allow for passive i ildli iawWi iti
fasction with Wik s g ticwitd il Sctopil: Geetonss: Vieakiiad and D are unlikely to affect wildlife viewing opportunities.
photographing from the periphery will enisure the wildlife remains comfortable occupying 5 N _
_all portions of the interior and also ensure that grasses are free from hur?nm disturbance 28-10. See response to comments 28-3 and 28-4.
and _mure able to proliferate.
28-10 Passive recreation from the periphery will also increase the probability-of a visit free

from the effects of contamination.
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) , Y 28-11. Thank you for your comment.
Ms. Laurie Shannon. Comments on Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Draft
Comprehensive Conservation Plan & Environmental Impact Statement 28-12. While most of the Refuge area has been undisturbed by
April 26, 2004 human ac_tivity_ in the last 30 to 50 years, the_combipe_d_effects of road
construction, site management, adjacent mining activities, and
Specific historical grazing have left its grasslands in a distressed condition that
are increasingly vulnerable to noxious weed infestations. Managed
28-11 L ;’rt:bhlee’s Hgbnalfl\;;r:g?ng?t; s ’ " AW (5 grazing, mowing, and prescribed fire are commonly accepted
- n the opinion o reble’s habitat management is comprehensively addressed. . . .
Wo aaroo with the objectives arid siralegies ab présoated. grassland restoration tools that, if carefully applied, would reduce
: noxious weeds and stimulate native plant growth. All wildfires
2. Xeric Tallgrass Management. H “ SR
28-12 PPA disagrees with the use of prescribed fire, grazing, and other tools. Manipulative quld be supp_ressed, since the use of “natural fires™ in an urban_
management practices have resulted in catastrophic events in the past (e.g., the Dust environment like Rocky Flats would be a greater hazard to public
Bowl) simply b:]'iause ]i:e resu:sfg‘f the acti:ns c;-'uld not befforeseen-vﬂﬁremw is an safety than prescribed fire would be. Adaptive management would be
pportunity t t tur. t art t s, st . .
Nuional ;_:,k"m‘:;ed e ch g of aLG e Pk TN ST a critical component of any grassland management regime to ensure
natural wildfires, prescribed fire and grazing. Although people may not agree with that any management tools would not have catastrophic effects.
the non-invasive management practices used, still a rather complete range of flora and .
fauna is represented in the Park. ; 28-13. See response to comment 28-12. In addition, the use of
I grazing at Rocky Flats would be hlghly ma_naged, for sho_rt periods of
recommend only natural strategies be employed to clip grasses in the Refuge. While ’ time, to emulate the effects of grazing by bison under which the
we reluctantly agree that goats can sometimes be beneficial, we strongly disagree native grasslands evolved. This type of management would not result
with the strategy of using domesticated cattle to achieve grazing. Our reasons for . . . .
_recommending against cattle grazing are contained in the next paragraph. in the types of ecological damage that is referenced in the comment.
28-13 szing is addressed in AGRO’s Comments on BLM’s Grazing Program as follows:

Livestock grazing has degraded the West. Sheep and cattle are ubiquitous pn
BLM lands although they are not native and they cause profound environmental
problems such as diminishment of forage required by native grazers and browsers.
When that forage is gone, native wildlife’s food supply and hiding places are -

. substantially reduced. In-the Southwest, cattle have been overwhelmingly
implicated in the historic and continued conversion of desert grasslands to'scrub.
In particular, it is well documented that livestock destroy riparian areas; the
lifeblood for countless species in the arid West. Livestock remove stabilizing and
shading plants, promoting erosion and problems with instream flows—increasing
flood events but stopping summer flow and reducing the water table. Some 80%
of vertebrates in Arizona and New Mexico use riparian areas for some of their life
history needs and over half of vertebrates in these states are riparian obligates.
Three-quarters of wildlife across the West depend on riparian areas.. Riparian
areas are disappearing rapidly and as a resilt, the number of species in the West
has also plummeted in diversity and richness. Livestock’s excrement and
carcasses foul water. They deposit bacteria into streams that increase nutrient
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28-14. See response to comment 28-12 and 28-13.
Ms. Laurie Shannon. Comments on Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Draft 28-15. Thank you for your comment
Comprehensive Conservation Plan & Environmental Impact Statement ' '
. 28-16. Due to the extent of noxious weed infestations at Rocky Flats
April 26, 2004 . .
and the effect that weeds have on native ecosystems, the Service
i ' WP believes it would be important to retain a full suite of pest
content, water turbidity, and water temperatures—all of which lead to impacts on . - - .. . .
- cold-water fishes and other species. (Grazing Comments, pp. 2-3.) manag_emen_t tool_s, mqludmg chemical herbicides, grazing, mowing,
] ‘ . ; _ o prescribed fire, biological controls, temporary fencing, and grubbing
L i, O sk vidiee, L el b uonmci it Wy ke Joevvicd with plas and handpulling. Each of these tools would be used as appropriate to
to include cattle grazing on the Refuge. Moving cattle in and out of the Refuge must . . . . S
surely be accompanied by the influx of noxious weed seeds, resulting i in further redL_lCE noxious weed infestations Wh'_le n_1|n|m|2|ng a_dverse_
degradation of the native landscape. environmental effects. Often a combination of tools is required for
28-14 3. Mixed Grassland Prairie Management. weed control.
- PPA agrees with the objectives and strategies in this section with the excepuon noted P . . T . . .
in 2. above, regarding prescribed fire and mowing, and the suppressmn of all natural 28-11. The Service is Conf-ld.EI:]t in the ?‘bll_lty of SerVIC_e bIOIOQIStS’
wildfires. along with the Colorado Division of Wildlife, to establish target
28-15 & Bioed Resoration and Reveastation. : populations that would be appropriate for Refuge management.
PPA agrees with the objectives and strategies presented in this section.
28-16 5. Weed Managemcnt
We recommend against employmg the Integrated Pest Management (IPM) approach
because it uses cultural and chemical tools to address a problem that was created in
part by the use of these tools and is becoming an ever-increasing problem. The same
cultural and chemical tools have been unsuccessful in the past and will be
unsuccessful in the future in managing noxious weeds. Reverting to natural tools
such as biological approaches ensures that additional chemicals and toxins are not
added to those already in the soils.
We u1;ge the creation of a ;:omprehmsive' IPM plan that includes only biological
strategies along with grub and handpull. The construction of fences to catch
tumbleweeds are not acceptable since they may interfere with the movement of
wildlife from one side to the other.
6. Deer and Elk Management. - )
28-17 We disagree with the objectives and strategies presented in this section. It is

unrealistic to assume the CDOW can establish target populations for deer and elk.
The CDOW has been unable to protect deer and elk from chronic wasting disease,
increase fawn to doe ratios in mule deer herds, accurately inventory mountain lion
populations, or control coyote populations, The FWS can certainly work with the
CDOW to inventory populations of all wildlife populations in the Refuge, but not for
purposes of seeking their direction regarding management practices, since these
methods have proven unsatisfactory in the past.
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28-18. The Service believes that limited public hunting would be
Ms. Laurie Shannon. Comments on Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Draft compatible with Refuge purposes and management, and that it would
Comprehensive Conservation Plan & Environmental Impact Statement provide an additional management tool for deer and elk populations.
April 26, 2004 28-19. In Alternative B, the Service proposes limiting prairie dog
. expansion to a threshold of 750 acres. About 10 acres of prairie dog
Population targets are not realistic since populations fluctuate from month to month colonies currently exist at Rocky Flats. While the Service recognizes
depending on c_ondn;on;such as weather, dlscasz,l ft:iragc. predation, disease, etc. To the important role that prairie dogs play in the grassland ecosystem, it
it it t tot - - - . - .
e S is also important to manage prairie dog populations in balance with
28-18 Hunting as a management strategy is addressed in the general section on pages two other wildlife species and vegetation communities. A sustainable
and three above. In addition, we wish to Sta.t? here that no hunting should be allowed expansion of prairie dog colonies would contribute to the health and
on the Refuge. There are thousands of acres in the State of Colorado that are open to . N . ..
hunting of all sorts. The State can afford to create a refuge that does not allow dIVEI’SIty of graSSIandS! but an overpopulatlon of prairie dOQS across
consumptive use of the resources on this public property. the entire Refuge would threaten the viability of other native species,
7.. Prairie Dég Managemest _ as well as the rare xeric tallgrass community in the western portions
28-19 * The objective for prairie dog management must be increased to include the entire of the Refuge. Alternative B would allow for a 5000% increase over
2460 acres of identified habitat (DCCP, p. 21.). In this way, prairie species will enjoy the current population size, which the Service believes would be
the many benefits that prairie dogs provide the prairie ecosystem: food, shelter, - . . .- .
improved soil aeration, more nutritious vegetation, etc. (John L. Hoogland, The sufficient for a sustainable and dynamlc prairie doQ populatlon.
Black-Tailed Prairie Dog, 1995.) Allow the black-tailed prairie dog to expand
naturally into the 2460 available acres to achieve a fully functional prairie. Another reason that the Service intends to restrict unlimited
28-20 Strategies for managing prairie dogs should not include any lethal methods, including expansion of prairie dog colonies is due to concerns related to
ﬁ?&??ﬁ?iﬁt&ﬁﬁﬁ""ﬁﬁéi ;*D“‘i:;f:;:;’tii‘l";'::i‘l';“:re;h"h“ﬁdﬂz"“me? o residual, subsurface contamination within the DOE retained area.
should be employed, . R R .
rather than trapping andl relocasing anioals withia tho Refigs i The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that subsurface contamination
O I R AR does not exist in the area that will become the Refuge. However, the
rairie dogs from off-site lgcations shou accepted until its carrying capacity of i P P iliti
2821 18000 animals is achieved (75% of 2400 acres = 1800 acres X 10 prairie dogs per DOE will be re_spon3|ble for the protection of the remedy facilities
acre = 18,000). This figure allows for 25% expansion over time. The carrying - _ within the portions of the DOE retained area where subsurface
capacity may be extrapolated over a multi-year period since it is probably impossible contamination will remain, which includes preventing prairie dogs or
to translocate that many animals in a lesser time frame. . . . ..
: other burrowing animals from accessing subsurface contamination.
Visitors should never be allowed to enter areas occupied by prairie dogs. By While the Service would not be responsible for prairie dog
28-22 applying this criterion, plague will not be an issue for visitors. The DCCP states that

L]

management will include the informal monitoring for plague. PPA would like the
statement to be defined more clearly, as it is difficult to understand how one =
“informally monitors plague”. Additionally, “plague control methods” (DCCP, p.41.)
are mentioned but not defined. Please expound on the strategy in future
documentation. i 4

management within the DOE retained area, and while subsurface
contamination should not be an issue on the Refuge, as a management
partner with the DOE it is prudent for the Service to maintain a
sustainable prairie dog population and to keep those populations
away from the retained area.

28-20. Prairie dog populations would be managed using visual
barriers, on-site relocation, and other non-lethal methods.

28-21. In Alternative D, the Service would evaluate the suitability of
accepting unwanted prairie dogs from other jurisdictions. In the other
alternatives, including the Proposed Action, the Service would not
accept prairie dogs from off site. As discussed in the response to
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comment 28-19, the Service proposes to allow natural expansion of
_Ms. Laurie Shannon. Comments on Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Draft existing and adjacent prairie dog populations in a manner that is
Comprehensive Conservation Plan & Environmental Impact Statement ecologically sustainable.
April 26, 2004 28-22. Any outbreaks of plague in prairie dog colonies would be
' monitored through the observation of on-site Refuge staff. Informal
8. Hunting. monitoring is relatively simple, as outbreaks of plague in prairie dog
) ) : colonies are readily and quickly apparent.
Under no circumstances should hunting be allowed on the Refugé! There is no way
28-23 to guarantee the animals are free of contaminants. There is no way to guarantee the 28-23. Tissue samples, including edible meat tissues, of deer
young or disabled are not more susceptible to the contaminants that remain on-site .
than the general public. harvested at Rocky Flats in 2002 have been analyzed for
contaminants. The results of the analysis indicate that there is no
Fi deci Prkicis ProsérGon Alliusos sees swch vl in the Conipricasive significant uptake of contaminants by deer or other wildlife species at
28-24 Conservation Plan for Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge. We would like to see less Rocky Flats. The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that all of the
orientation toward active recreation and more concern over the cleanup activities and proposed Refuge management objectives inclu ding hunting would
schedule before proceeding further with the Plan. We would like to see the Refuge allow b fe for th bli ! !
prairie-dog relocations from off-site locations. Finally, we strongly disagree with the e safe for the public.
recommendation to allow huntimg on the Refuge. It is not necessary and will greatly
detract from the overall experience of the Refuge. It is not a management tool in the true 28-24. Thank you for your comments.
sense of the word (and may be detrimental to the participants), but a form of recreation
that serves an ever-decreasing portion of the population. To pander to their wishes at the
expense of the 61 million people who spend $38.6 billion annually in the pursuit of
wildlife viewing and photography flies in the face of reason.
Sincerely,
oy
{Judy Enderle
Prairie Prgservation Alliance
judy@prairiepreservationalliance org
o RO - ) )
J{ U et hia e b n ewd) er
Timothy Schnelder
Friends of Native Ecosystems
timsfam(@indra.com
7
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D Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 29-1. Thank you for your comments.
: 7 z
An Advisory Board to the U5, Department of Eneréy | 999 - Thank you for your comments.
QGC‘E;V 29-3. Dogs would not be permitted on the Refuge in any alternative.
i 4 . . .
APl 1, 2004 . S 29-4. Motorized vehicles would not be permitted on the Refuge
Ms. Laurie Shannon ,&%3;,% wy except for designated parking/access areas, Refuge maintenance and
Elasm;-l";?] i o fire access, and access to utility easements, ditches, and private
Rocky Mountain Arsenal Building 121 BE“%.,, mineral rights. Objective 2.2 — Public Access has been revised to
Commerce City, CO 80022 specify that motorized vehicles would not be permitted on Refuge
Dear Ms, Shannon: trails and roads except for the above uses.
29-1 The Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board (RFCAB) is pleased to submit the following 29-5. The Service agrees that ecological restoration and the
comments related to the draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan / Environmental Impact i i i
Statamant (CCP/EIS)for the hocky Flets Nofions) WikINe Refuos protection of the xeric tallgrass ecosystem are important components
of any Refuge management plan.
As you know, RFCAB is a federal advisory committee chartered to provide advice and . . . .
recommendations to the Department of Energy, the regulators and others on matters 29-6. The final configuration of the DOE retained area, as well as the
related to the cleanup and closure of the Rocky Flats site. Our membership represents a nature of any fencing or structures demarcating its boundary with the
diverse cross-section of the community. The Board develops it recommendations by . . .
consensus, which when considering the diversity of our membership represents a careful Rerge will be decided by DOE and the other RFCA partles. The
balance of the views and opinions shared by our members. Service is not the final decision-maker in these matters. However, the
In considering the information presented in the draft CCP/EIS, the Board does not have Service will continue to pl’OVIde mPUt to the RFCA partles.
29-2 consensus on whether one of the proposed alternatives, A, B, C, or D, should be chosen
for future management of the refuge. Further, nothing in this letter should be 7 i
construed to imply that the Board has reached consensus on whether there should be In the DEIS, t_he Service _recom_mende_d that the demarcation be
public access to the refuge. We do have agreement, however, on certain aspects of the “seamless” with few obvious visual differences between the Refuge
overall management plan irrespective of whatever management alternative is ultimately and the DOE retained area. Section 1.8 of the FEIS elaborates that
selected and offer them as follows. X . ) ) . .
29-3 the Service believes that a four-strand barbed-wire agricultural fence
29-4 1) No dogs should be allowed on the refuge. and/or permanent obelisks would demarcate the interior property
2) In the event that an altemative is chosen that allows public access, there should be boundary, keep any livestock out of the DOE lands, and clarify that
no motorized vehicles allowed except in public parking areas or for site maintenance. the DOE lands are closed to public access. Such a fence would not
29-5 3) The Board supports the overall goal of ecological restoration at the site, particularly adversely affect the movement of wildlife across the site, and would
the protection and development of the tall-grass prairie ecosystem. not be visually obtrusive. The Service has provided these
29-6 recommendations to the RFCA parties.

4) In order to prevent access to the DOE-retained portions of the site, there should be
a permanent and clearly demarcated boundary. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
should be an active decision-maker in the establishment of this boundary. Members
of the community should also be involved in the decision.

10808 Highway 93, Unit B, Building 60, Room 107B

Golden, Colorado 80403

(303) 966-7855 A Fax (303) 966-7856 A Email: rfcab@indra.com
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P Letter #29 continued Resp
29-7. The Service agrees that the preservation of the actual Lindsay
Ranch structures is not necessary to preserve the agricultural history
of the site, or to meet the requirements of the Refuge Act. To that
29-7 5) Itis important to preserve the history of ranching as part of the story of the Rocky end, Alternative C calls for the removal of the structures and
Flats land, but preservation of the actual remaining ranching structures is not a top interpretation of the history of the site. However. the Service also
priority for the Board. i . . ! X
acknowledges that there is public interest in the preservation of the
29-8 6) Becausebtlif ‘:ts ;iose E;ssotﬂaﬁo? with Tﬂ_;e t;’)'ﬂf;ﬂﬁ Pm:geécoav;te;ﬂahmi";"%fd ErOt a structures, as well as the visual character that they add to the Refuge.
compatible land use for the refuge. The Board suppol e U.S. Fish an e . . Sl .
position that no land be transferred into the refuge until the mineral rights have For that reason, the Service recommends continued stabilization and
been acquired or after such time that mined lands have been reclaimed. The interpretation of the Lindsay Ranch barn in Alternative B.
responsibility for resolving the outstanding issues related to the mineral rights ) o
remains with the Department of Energy. 29-8. The Service agrees that surface mining of Refuge land would
29-9 7) While not in agreement on the final location, the Board supports the development of have an adverse Impact on the mana_gemer}t of the Remge and its
a combined refuge interpretive center and museum related to Rocky Flats history. resources, and would not be compatible with the purposes of the
29-10 ) The Board supports o strong ervironmerial edication prograii focusig onithe Refuge or the NWRS. The Se_r\{lce h_as e_xp_res_seq to DOE that |t_W|II
ecological resources at the refuge, but is not in agreement on whether these not accept the transfer of administrative jurisdiction of lands subject
programs should include access to the site. to mining until the United States owns the associated mineral rights,
29-11 The Board is also forwarding to you the results of a survey on the refuge management or until mined lands have been reclaimed to native grasslands.
alternatives and related issues completed by our members. These survey results do not . .
represent any official position of the Board, but do provide an insight into the 29-9. The Service has expressed that it would prefer to co-locate
development of our comments outlined above. Refuge offices and/or visitor facilities with the Cold War Museum, if
We thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments. such a museum is established and it is within close proximity to the
Refuge entrance.
Sincerely,
o a 29-10. In the Service’s preferred alternative, Alternative B, on-site
\/M\ ‘M"\Q) environmental education would be targeted towards high school and
college age students. On-site education programs would be
YaorHom implemented after 5 years of Refuge operations. The establishment
of the Refuge and any ensuing public access is predicated by
o 2{32’&3;’;2?;;“%,1?0 certification by the EPA that the cleanup is complete and proposed
Mark Aguilar, EPA uses would be safe for the public. Cleanup decisions will not be
made by the Service and are outside the scope of this EIS. However,
due to public interest and concern, an expanded discussion of cleanup
related issues is included in Section 1.8.
29-11. Thank you for your comments.
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Letter #30

Response

30-1

30-2

30-3

HECE‘"’ED

AP,qu

noSFie
mm“”%nrmmmms
Rocky Flats Cold War Museum i

April 3, 2004

Laurie Shannon

Planning Team Leader

United States Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge
c/o Rocky Mountain Arsenal, Bldg. 121
Commerce City, Colorado 80022

Dear Ms. Shannon,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on how the Rocky Flats Cold War Museum
(RFCWM) can continue to work with the USFWS and the Department of Energy to create a
significant and sustainable legacy for Rocky Flats after site closure. As with our previous input
to the Rocky Flats Refuge planning process, our intention is to partner closely with the USFWS
wherever our goals can be mutually advanced and our visitors optimally served.

As outlined in the museum’s comprehensive feasibility study completed last August, there are
several areas where we anticipate close cooperation with USFWS at the Rocky Flats. These
include:

« Collaboration on exhibit development and fabrication. The museum’s mission, in
addition to the cold war era and clean-up history, also addresses the natural history and
the long-term stewardship of the site. We anticipate working closely with the USFW35
during this process to insure that these exhibits also serve the anticipated needs of the
Service.

* Sharing physical space (either at the building 060/061 or at other locations depending on
how the museum develops). The museum intends to undertake a capital campaign to
secure or build its facility, portions of which could be leased back to other stakeholders.
The museum, in response to feedback from the many community stakeholders who were
interviewed during our feasibility study, would preferably be co-located with USFWS
operations.

30-1. Thank you for your comments and participation.

30-2. The Service looks forward to opportunities to collaborate with
the Museum, as expressed by Objectives 2.8, 2.9, and 6.5.

30-3. The establishment of the Cold War Museum is outside the
jurisdiction of the Service and the scope of the CCP/EIS. However,
the Service has expressed that it would prefer to co-locate Refuge
offices and/or visitor facilities with the Cold War Museum, if such a
museum is established and it is within close proximity to the Refuge
entrance.
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#

Letter #30 continued

Response

30-4

30-5

30-6

« Working closely to develop environmental education and long-term stewardship
activities. Perhaps most importantly, as an educational organization, the museum’s exists
to inform its visitors of the past, present, and future issues regarding Rocky Flats. In fact,
the educational programs of the museum can eventually represent one of the institutional
controls for the ongoing stewardship of the site—keeping citizens informed about the
environmental state of Rocky Flats and nurturing future stewards. A wide variety of
activities focusing on site monitoring, habitat restoration, and continuing community
information about the ongoing legacy of Rocky Flats are being developed.

The museum’s lead role in undertaking a Historic Site Assessment of the Lindsey Ranch (now
completed) is one example of the collaborative approach we hope for. The ranch holds promise
as an important educational resource for the refuge. This in-depth assessment represents an
important first step in considering how the ranch might be used in future public history or
environmental education programming. Thanks to the collaborative efforts of the museum,
USFWS, DOE, and the Colorado Historical Society, the ranch’s heritage will not be lost.

There is much to be decided in the coming years. As the clean-up progresses we hope to play an

increasingly visible role in defining what the legacy of Rocky Flats will be. We continue to look
to the USFWS as a critical partner in this work.

Sincerely,

Bryan C. Taylor, gen E. Davis,

President, Board of Directors Executive Director
Rocky Flats Cold War Museum, Inc. Rocky Flats Cold War Museum, Inc

30-4. See response to comment 30-2.

30-5. The Service appreciates your efforts to preserve the history of
the Lindsay Ranch. As outlined in Objective 6.5 — Cultural
Resources — Site History, the Service looks forward to future
partnership opportunities.

30-6. Thank you for your comments.
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# Letter #31 Response
31-1. Thank you for your comments. The documents referenced in
the letter are part of the administrative record for the project.
Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center
f-‘_ F
R Monday April 26, 2004
ECE!VED
Laurie Shannon APR 2 ?
Planning Team Leader
US Fish and Wildlife Service mm*},,m%
Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR m Mg
Building 121
Commerce City, CO 80022
Dear Ms. Shannon,
The following pages are the final comments by the Rocky Mountain Peace and:
31-1 Justice Center on the Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact

Statement for the future Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge. The comments have been
divided into two basic parts, general comments and specific comments. We would like
responses to both sections. We have also included attachments that would be very useful
in the final decisions made by the FWS for the site use and management of the RFNWR.
They are: A. Risk from Plutonium in the Environment at Rocky Flats by Dr. LeRoy
Moore, B. “The Evolution of Health Protection Standards for Nuclear Workers,” from
Closing the Circle on the Splitting of the Atom, DOE, January 1996, and C. The
Executive Summary and recommendations of the Risk Assessment Corporaunn 51999
report on sampling protocols at the RFETS.

The decisions being made at this site are very important and could affect many
lives. We believe that the FWS should utilize as many resources as possible when
making decisions such as those in the CCP/EIS, including public comment and citizen
expertise.

If you have any questions regarding our comments or the additional resources
provided at the end of our comments, please feel free to contact me. I will send two
copies of our final comments; one copy will be faxed on April 26, 2004, the other copy
will be mailed and postmarked by April26, 2004, 1 would request a response
acknowledging receipt of our comments.

veggirrrl@aol.com

1520 Euclid Avenue Telephone: (303) 444-6981 Post Office Box 1156
Boulder, CO 80302 Fax: (303) 444-6523 Boulder, CO 80306

& working for nonviolent social change since 1983

“Community Shares of Colorado Member Agency”
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# Letter #31 continued Response

31-2. The Service agrees that excerpts from the mission of the
National Wildlife Refuge System and the purposes of Rocky Flats
National Wildlife Refuge are correctly quoted. It is quite clear from
The Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center is a non-profit organization, which the language of the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement

represents a membership of over 2000 people in Colorado. We have acted as a voice for H H H
U ity 05 20 vaad b Sseth Miroinig ol FThte. BordDeiri i inss Act of 1997, and the legislative history of that law, that the Secretary

sought to end the harm to people and the environment caused by nuclear weapons of the Interior is required to provide the six priority forms of wildlife-
production and other activities at Rocky Flats. dependent recreation that are the priority public uses of the Refuge
System, whenever those uses are found to be compatible with the
purposes of the refuge and the mission of the Refuge System and are

- idelines for National Wildlife Refuges and for the R i H i H H H
31-2 I (s Deaft EIS/CCP, the FWS posass out, “The [Nationa] Wildlife Refige System] consistent W|th_ public safety. The Service _be_l!eves that the pu_bllc_
Improvement Act states that wildlife conservation is the priority of NWRS lands and that uses proposed in the CCP meet the Compatlb”'ty and safEty criteria
the Secretary of the Interior will ensure that the biological integrity, diversity, and and are, hence, required by the NWRSIA of 1997.
environmental health of refuge lands are maintained. Each refuge must be managed to

fulfill the NWRS mission and the specific purposes for which it was established 31-3. In addition to the response to comment 31_2, the Refuge will

(emphasis added).” The NWRS mission is, “[t]o administer a national network of lands . PN e
and waters for the conservation, management, and where sppropriate, restoration of the not be established until it is certified by the EPA to be safe for any

fish, wildlife, and plant resources and their habitats within the United States for the proposed activities.
benefit of present and future generations of Americans (emphasis added).” The
CCP/EIS also states, “The Refuge Act identified four purposes of the Rocky Flats NWR:
e Restoring and preserving native ecosystems
e Providing habitat for and population management of, native plants and migratory and
resident wildlife
* Conserving threatened and endangered species (including species that are candidate
species under the Endangered Species Act)
e Providing opportunities for compatible scientific research”
Neither the mission of the NWRS nor the purposes for which RENWR was
established requires or even mentions public use or recreation. It is therefore in-line
with the mission and purposes of the RFNWR to keep the site closed to recreation.
Further, FWS states that, “[I]ands within the NWRS are different from federal
multiple-use public lands, ...in that that they are closed to all public uses unless
specifically and legally opened.” Compatibility Determinations are used to determine
whether a refuge use should be allowed. While compatibility determinations for the
RFNWRS show no significant “interference or detraction” from the Refuge and its
mission, neither do they add any significant benefit. The RMPIC feels that the
Compatibility Determinations provided in the Draft CCP/EIS are vague and do not
provide the details one would require to make such serious decisions.

31-3 The Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center and its members do not want
to see recreation allowed at Rocky Flats. It is our belief that the dangers and
uncertainties around contaminant concentrations, locations, and stability within the
environment are simply too great to justify opening the site to public access.

We support the basic ideas behind the Refuge establishment. It is appropriate to
deter development of these beautiful, yet contaminated lands. It is also appropriate to
reclaim this land form its tragic history and allow it to serve a positive purpose.
However, positive use of this beautiful land does not require the site be opened to the

General Comments:

The Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center CCP/EIS Comments 1
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Comment

# Letter #31 continued Response
31-4. As described in Objective 5.3 — Research, all alternatives
would allow for some level of compatible scientific research on the
Refuge. Currently, the Service anticipates working with others to
5:’:::’ f:ft lf:':m";ft'e, ';:lgaﬁ:g&“r:ﬂch:i; ;ﬂs;lf:f:nbg“cmﬂ‘; g ::;:{:*:;3; to conduct research that has direct implications for Refuge management
ViSi , 3 . . . . .
. related to wildlife, habitat, and public use. The Service has no plans
Smmmtl_%_:l:h@_ﬁﬂs 3 1 e to conduct research on efficient remediation technologies for cleanup
_ We believe that encouraging scientific research on the site, one of the four : _ : . .
31-4 purposes for which the RENWR was created, would be more beneficial to US citizens O_f plutonlum contaminated _Sltes' There would _be no n_eed to do this
overall. Little is known about low dose radiation exposure, though some studies suggest since none of the lands coming to the Refuge will require any
small doses received over a period of time can be very harmful to one’s health. We cleanup.
recommend that a focus be placed on studying the health effects of low level radiation,
including cancer risks and possible genetic disturbances, on human and non-human _ H H icinn- H ini
e Wo o & s € et R, wbey Ficts conhd ot e resarch ntho 31-5. The Service is not a _deC|S|on maker in matters pertaining to
development of better, more efficient remediation technologies for cleanup of plutonium cleanup, and tl:]e C_:CP/ ElSisnota _le':'?-nup document. The _EPA and
contaminated sites. Care should be taken in any and all sjlt:a;;m to w];:mm exposure to CDPHE have indicated that all activities that are proposed in the CCP
researchers and workers, as well as the public. Care should also be taken to prevent H i
isturbance of wildlifo snd habitat, cspocially those considered to be endangered of alternatlvgs would be saft_e for both_ Refuge work_ers and visitors. The
threatened. Refuge will not be established until this is certified to be the case.
o For these reasons, issues related to cleanup decisions are not within
31-5 We were very disappointed to be told that known contaminants that are being left the scope of this EIS. However, in response to pUb"C interest and

behind on site at Rocky Flats are outside the scope of the CCP/EIS. We were also told
that comments referring to such contaminants would not be considered “reasonable,” and
therefore not considered. . Not only is this irresponsible and inappropriate, we believe it
violates the clear intent of the National Environmental Policy Act requirements for
conducting an EIS. On this issue, we concur with and call your attention to the
comments submitted on April 21, 2004, by the Sierra Club Rocky Mountain Chapter.
FWS is aware that the site will not be cleaned up to the most stringent possible levels.
FWS is also aware that large amounts of dangerous contamination will be left behind in
the subsurface (below 3 feet) in the former industrial zone and that the surface soil in this
portion of the site will contain up to 50 pCi/g of plutonium—assuming that the cleanup
does not miss any hot spots and that soil sampling and analyses were adequate and
accurate.

Any assessment of risk is freighted with uncertainties. There is a substantial body
of scientific literature (much of it cited in the attached paper on Risk from Plutonium in
the Rocky Flats Environment; Attachment A) that supports the conclusion that exposure
to plutonium in even minuscule amounts can have adverse health effects, including
effects that may be passed on to future generations. Yet, despite the clear
understanding that contamination will be allowed to remain on the site, the FWS
refused to consider comments that addressed dangers posed by that contamination.
It is unacceptable to limit public participation in this way. It is also irresponsible to
manage the site as if it were pristine, when it is admittedly not. The public has been
asked to comment on a Draft Environmental Impact Statement while being told that
remarks about environmental impacts will be ignored.

In keeping with the foregoing, we believe FWS must do a Supplemental EIS on
the refuge in which it presents a full description of the condition of the Rocky Flats

s T e e i IWFOMMATOR. Lo ux. ae

The Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center CCP/EIS Comments 2

concern, an expanded discussion of issues related to site cleanup and
residual contamination levels is included in Sections 1.8, 3.2, and 4.2.
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Letter #31 continued

Response

31-6

31-7

31-8

environment and invites the public to comment on this information. No decisions
regarding future use of the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge should be made until
FWS has fulfilled the whole of its obligations under NEPA.

W i man f contamin i

We understand that the USFWS was required to take over the closed site through
federal legislation and that the Service could not refuse the ultimate acquisition of the
site. As things stand now, neither the DOI nor the USFWS has a written or stated
national policy or protocol for managing contaminated lands. This is unacceptable. The
FWS was not designed to manage the uncertainties inherent in a site contaminated with
radionuclides or other hazardous waste. Without the infrastructure in place to manage
contaminated lands and the many problems and liabilities that could arise, the USFWS
should not be asked to accept the management responsibility of such lands.

i licy for m f ina ite:

The FWS should be very concerned about managing a site that will knowingly
continue to be contaminated with quantities of plutonium and other dangerous materials.
While the FWS will not take control of lands not ‘certified” by the EPA, the EPA will
certify land as transferable with “allowable” levels of contamination, It should be noted
that the standards for “acceptable” or “allowable” radiation dose to an adult human have
decreased and changed several times in the brief period of less than 80 years since the
first standards were created in 1925 (see the attached diagram on “The Evolution of
Health Protection Standards for Nuclear Workers,” copied from Closing the Circle on the
Splitting of the Atom, DOE, January 1996; note that the standards on this diagram refer to
nuclear workers; ICRP recommends that standards for the general public be set at 5% of
what is permitted for workers; Attachment B). These standards continue to be reviewed
and revised as more is understood about plutonium. Who is to say that these standards
will not change a few more times in the future, reflecting ever-lower allowable doses?
What happens when the allowable dose standard is reduced to the point where it would
be exceeded by a worker or visitor because the cleanup levels at Rocky Flats are no
longer considered protective of human health and safety? Who will be responsible then
for the remediation? For the harm caused to workers or visitors?

It should be noted that the cleanup standards were not set to achieve the best
possible clean-up. They were set to achieve a certain level of risk. In other words, an
“acceptable” amount of risk (excess cancer deaths) was decided upon (not by the public
being asked to assume that risk), and action levels were derived from this. Risk, in this
sense, basically means that given a limit of acceptable harm, a dose is calculated to
determine the highest amount of radiation exposure possible without exceeding the given
level of predetermined acceptable harm. This form of determining a legally compliant
level of risk is protective of industry liability, not of human health.

The CDPHE standard for plutonium in soil off the Rocky Flats site
The FWS should also be made aware of CDPHE’s own standards for allowable

levels of plutonium contamination in the soil off the Rocky Flats site. In response to
revelations of major releases of plutonium to the offsite environment, in 1973 CDPHE
promulgated the following state standard for plutonium in offsite soil.

The Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center CCP/EIS Comments 3

31-6. The Refuge was established by the U.S. Congress in the Rocky
Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001. The Act requires the
Service to manage those lands not retained by the DOE after the EPA
certifies the cleanup is complete. The Draft CCP/EIS has been
written in accordance with existing Service planning policies.

31-7. The Service is not qualified, mandated, or permitted to
establish or challenge cleanup standards for contamination of any
kind. These are the responsibilities of the EPA and the CDPHE,
which have authority over the standards for cleanup at Rocky Flats.
If the standards change, the five-year review under CERCLA will
require DOE, EPA, and CDPHE to reevaluate cleanup efficacy and
determine if additional work needs to take place. DOE will retain
liability for any residual contamination.

31-8. See response to comment 31-7. CERCLA clean up levels are
sometimes higher than standards for some programs. However, note
that most of the buffer zone and the area that is likely to become the
Refuge is below the CDPHE standard of 0.9 pCi/g. The background
range for soil is between 0.04 and 0.09 pCi/g. The RFCA uses the
value of 0.066 pCi/g for the background value. If the Service wishes
to construct a residential building for any purpose, additional
sampling would be needed and the regulators would need to give
approval before such a building is constructed. None of the
alternatives in the CCP include residential structures.
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31-9. Site characterization is the responsibility of the DOE with
oversight by the EPA and CDPHE.

Contamination of the soil in excess of 2.0 disintegrations per minute of Plutonium 31-10. See response to comment 31-7. All public uses at the Refuge

per gram of dry soil . . . presents a sufficient hazard to the public health to require

the utilization of special techniques of construction upon property so would be voluntary.

contaminated.’
The quantity of plutonium in one gram of soil that decays at the rate of 2 disintegrations
per minute is 0.9 picocuries, which is 22.5 times the 0.04 pCi/g average background
deposit of plutonium from global fallout in the area. The current surface soil cleanup
level of 50 pCi/g for plutonium, is 55.5 times greater than the off-site standard,
which according to CDPHE, “presents a sufficient hazard to the public health” to
require special action before disturbing the soil.

31-9 inati risk ing the land F ill inheri

We understand that the portion of the buffer zone FWS will receive from DOE
will purportedly be contaminated with plutonium at levels of 7 or less pCi/g of soil (7
pCi/g is 175 times the 0.04 pCi/g average background deposits of plutonium from
fallout). Of course, setting aside land contaminated at this level assumes that the
characterization and sampling on which this calculation is made are adequate and
accurate. We are attaching the Executive Summary of the Final Report on Sampling
Protocols prepared in December 1999 by Rick Assessment Corporation for the Rocky
Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight Panel (Attachment C). Please review the
twenty recommendations this report makes regarding how samples should be collected
and analyzed to verify the cleanup at Rocky Flats. We do not believe that either the
sampling done by DOE and the regulators or the additional sampling intended to be done
by FWS meets the protocols defined by this set of recommendations. We urge FWS to
insist that DOE and the regulators develop protocols for characterization and sampling to
verify the cleanup that correspond with this list of recommendations. Their doing this
would at least provide sampling results that could more easily be received with
confidence by the affected public.

The issue of risk, however, with respect to the danger from minuscule deposits of

31-10 plutonium in the surface soil, is not simply a matter of having better sampling results.

Plutonium, as we have pointed out repeatedly, is particularly dangerous in very small
amounts. Several of the references on the attached sheet on Risk from Plutonium in the
Rocky Flats Environment (see Attachment A) indicate the potential harm from taking
even a single particle of this material into the body. But, one might say, don’t we all take
risks? We all drive autos. Isn’t driving itself a risk? Andrei Sakharov, the dissident
Soviet nuclear physicist who received the Nobel Peace Prize, responded to those who
compare the risk from low-dose radiation exposure to the risk from riding in an
automobile. “The automobile,” he said, “leads to accidents only in individual cases asa
result of carelessness on the part of persons who are then legally responsible.” By
contrast, exposing people involuntarily to very low doses of radiation means “that the
crime cannot be punished (since it is impossible to prove that any specific human death
was caused by radiation) and... future generations” are left defenseless “against our
acts,™

The issue of radiation and risk is very controversial. Even though the National
Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements and the International Commission on
Radiological Protection both assume that any exposure to radiation, no matter how small,

The Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center CCP/EIS Comments 4

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 121 Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement




Comment
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31-11. Thank you for your comment.
31-12. Public use would be minimized in Alternatives A and C.
is potentially harmful, these same bodies recommend standards for permissible exposure _ .
that allow some exposure and thus some harm. Since, as pointed out above, FWS is not 31-13. Th(.E EPA a:nd CDPHE have indicated that all Of_ the proposed
obligated to allow public recreation activities at the future Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge activities, in all of the proposed Refuge area, will be safe for
R‘efuge, we urge the agency not to take the risk pf peegtless!y endangering people. If the both Refuge workers and the g eneral public.
view that harm may result from exposure to radiation in very small amounts turns out to
be incorrect, and FWS has not allowed public recreation at Rocky Flats, no one will have _ L
been harmed. But if FWS allows public recreation at the site and it is later irrefutably 31-14. The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that all of the proposed
demonstrated that very low-dose radiation exposure can be harmful, who then can right Refuge management activities, including prescrlb_ed fire, woulq bg
the wrong or undo the harm? safe. However, in response to concerns about residual contamination,
Spesifics: thefervu}zet r:jog,;s ?ot plr)o%(:lse us\;\r/]glpr(:sgrlbel:(dtfliﬁ on thti eas(;e\r/\r}
31-11 1. The RMPIJC rejects management Alternatives B & D. (pl(;(re;ﬁnt(;)theesouihu(glgigjre g?n alnut Lreexcto the north an oman
31-12 2. The RMPIJC prefers an alternative that would not allow public access or recreation '
and favors and encourages research focused on low level radiation. _ . . I . .
3. The RMPIC favors Alternative C above Alternative A because of the increased 31-15. _The Sf-:‘l‘VICG believes limited public hunting would be
31-13 attention to environmental protection, conservation, and restoration. However, we do compatible with the purposes and management of the Refuge, would
not support Altemative C if this means that FWS workers would be exposed to be a compatible form of wildlife dependent public recreation on the
contaminants in the environment. If Personal Protection Equipment and routine . v
radiation monitoring are not required or supplied to the workers, then the RMPJC Refuge, and WO_Uld provide an addltlon?.l _management tool for deer _
favors Alternative A, as this would be the most protective for workers and the general and elk populatlons. The safety of participants and the genera| pUblIC
public, . . h . .
4. The RMPIC disapproves of the use of fire as tool for weed control and management. would be a p”mar_y consideration in the deSIQn and management of
31-14 Fire not only has the great potential for re-suspending plutonium particles in the air, the proposed hunting program.
but it also has the potential to increase erosion, thus increasing the chance of exposing ] . )
plutonium that lies beneath the top few inches of soil. 31-16. Off-trail, pedestrian use would be allowed in the area shown
5. The RMPIC disapproves of any hunting allowed on site. In general, we do not feel : - .
31-15 that hunting is compatible with any NWRS. Specifically, the weapons pose a danger on Figure 23. These areas woulo_l be_we_ll outside of the DOE retained
to near-by communities and road users. Also, the RMPJC feels that the uncertainties area, and would not contain any institutional controls related to the
around plutonium body burdens in grazing animals are too numerous, and 1hergfom, site cleanup.
resident animals of Rocky Flats should not be copsumcd, _If the meat is not being
consumed there is no reason to allow public hunting. While the RMPJC does not 31-17. In the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation
necessarily support the culling of wild animals, if it is determined that ungulate be less” with f bvi i | diff b h
populations must be thinned, we ask that this be done by professional marksmen e “seamless™ with few 0_ vious visual differences between the
employed by the FWS to ensure public safety and the minimization of suffering by Refuge and the DOE retained area. The FEIS elaborates that the
the animals. : H _ Wi .
6. The RMPIC disapproves of any off:trail hiking, The risk to the hiker is too great Service believes that a_four strand barbed-wire a_grlcu_ltural fence
31-16 There is also an increased risk of accidental or intentional damage to some of the and/or permanent obelisks would demarcate the interior property
institutional controls being left in place by the DOE (water and air monitoring boundary, keep any livestock out of the DOE Iands, and clarify that
stations, caps, etc). .
7. The RMPIC asks that the FWS actively participate in the discussion about how to the DOE lands are closed to public access. Such a fen_ce would not
31-17 demarcate the DOE retained lands. While we understand that the construction or adversely affect the movement of wildlife across the site, and would
implementation of any surt_oi_‘ pamer is the r_esponsnbﬂlly of the DOE. We_atso t‘gel not be visu a"y obtrusive. The Service has pr ovided these
that the FWS has a responsibility to the public to clearly mark the boundaries of its ) '
property. Managing a site as a ‘seamless space whose interior is restricted from the recommendations to the RFCA parties.
public will be very difficult. Thus, we recommend a fence that demarcates and
The Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center CCP/EIS Comments 5
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# Letter #31 continued Response
31-18. The Refuge would include signs and displays conveying the
history of the site, the location and nature of residual contamination,
and relative risks associated with the Refuge.
;‘:ﬁ‘:;&f;“msb;:;‘:gﬁm‘;“a}‘; Eﬁf;;’pﬁfg:f;:?::ﬂ;:ds;hfh‘;‘if rc?;::“‘:.if 31-19. The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that the area that will
far away the DOE land is. For example, a sign could be posted at 100 yards distance become the Refuge will be safe for all proposed Refuge activities,
. %‘::1 RdI:;P r;éﬂ?f;:‘:nhf&n:ni zzzmxgr:;::iﬁs La:t:;de s including scientific research. The contamination levels in the area to
31-18 ) contaminants on site and the dangers they pose. If visitors are allowed, informed beco_me the Refuge are c_urrently Safe enoth (pl’iOI’ to C!eanup)_ not to
consent practices must be adopted and enforced. require any response actions. For these reasons, protective equipment
31-19 i %?;fi&“ﬁ!&“&ifiﬁi‘;ﬁ:ﬁ ”K;'Lﬁ:ﬁﬁ“ii‘ﬁ:ﬁﬂiﬁmms would not be required in the areas that will become the Refuge.
f;lﬂm;igmﬁsb“gj::&fﬁh: i ‘;’;ﬂ;"i’:{’a’l‘(‘;ﬁf 31-20. The proposed action, Alternative B, calls for a visitor contact
seriously. station rather than a full visitor’s center at the Refuge. However, the
10. The RMPJC is opposed to a full Visitor's Center for the RFNWR. The cost isl:?" Service has expressed that it would prefer to co-locate some visitor
31-20 e e i ol T UIEHE B and/or office facilities with the Cold War Museum, if such a museum
that some sort of facility should exist to facilitate use of the Refuge only with is established and it is within close proximity to the Refuge entrance.

informed consent and understanding of the nature of the site, its history, and its
admitted contaminants.

i« Amendment to the State of Colorado Rules and Regulations Pertaining to Radiation Control, Subpart RH
4.21.1," Adopted Colorado State Board of Health, March 21, 1973.

® Sakharov, “Radioactive Carbon from MNuclear Explosion Nonthrest
Journal af Atomic Energy, 4, 6 (June 1958): 761.

Id Biological Effects,” The Soviet

The Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center CCP/EIS Comments 6
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# Letter #32 Response
S I E RRA Eceflls 32-1. Thank you for your comments.
AR . .
CLUB %%ﬁ 2; 2 0 32-2. Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a
e %%g’g% Refuge until the EPA certifies DOE has completed the cleanup and
"“’4%%% closure.
April 21,2004 Wi o ] ]
The CCP/EIS is written under the premise that the land will be
Ezg ﬁz‘;ﬁ?iwgudm 1 remediated and certified prior to the establishment of the Refuge, and
Commerce City, CO 80022 & the establishment of the Refuge will not have a significant effect on
o ; i the human environment. If post-cleanup conditions change this
These comments represent the official comments of the Sierra Club Roc! ountain H ; r :
32.1 Chapter to the Draft CCP/EIS for Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge. As assumption, the cleanup will not be certified and the Refuge will not
comments discuss, because FWS has not provided enough information to the public to be established.
make an informed decision about public access to Rocky Flats, the Sierra Club supports
i i i i i f publi — . . .
acoess. Uil such tee s thee 13 mote publicly-avalable scienifc informatin tha In response to public interest and concern about contamination issues,
provides support for FWS’ proposal to allow significant public use of this site, the Sierra the FEIS includes an expanded discussion of cleanup in Section 1.8,
St @‘;‘;:&‘:‘l‘:ﬁcbﬂgv'ﬁ:ﬁ;‘gsﬁﬁ Ot wis VR 10 ey of residual soil contamination levels in Section 3.2, and any potential
any n eCIs1on up1 e - . . .
mgm_ At that time, emmm‘:w mﬁnemﬁm relevant 1o the clean up’s affects on effects of Refuge activities on those soils in Section 4.2. This
public use of the Refuge should be provided to the public and analyzed by FWS in an additional information demonstrates that environmental concerns,
updated DEIS. including the health of Refuge workers, visitors, and the general
public, have been considered throughout the decision making process.
32.2 1. FWS fails to consider whether the human uses proposed in areas of contamination Based on the cleanup assumptions that must be met prior to Refuge

and cleanup at Rocky Flats under the various alternatives will have a “significant
effect on the quality of the human environment.”

NEPA requires that environmental considerations be integrated into federal planning.
Whenever a federal agency proposes a major federal action, it must consider whether that
action will have a significant effect on the quality of the human environment. This means
FWS must evaluate, among other things, the “degree to which the proposed action affects
public health or safety.” 40 CFR 1508.27. Regulations also require that when information
on reasonably foreseeable adverse impacts is essential to a reasoned decision, the agency
must secure the information if the cost is not exorbitant. 40 CFR 1502.22(a).

“NEPA procedures must insure that environmental information is available to public
officials and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are taken.” 40 CFR
1500.1. NEPA has twin purposes: to obligate a federal agency to consider “every
significant aspect of the environmental impact of the proposed action.” And to ensure the
public that the agency has indeed considered environmental concerns in its decisionmaking
process. The purpose of an EIS is to educate the public and ensure the public that the
agency has considered environmental concerns —including impacts on human health and
the quality of the human environment—in its decisionmaking process. FWS has failed in
both respects in this EIS.

1806 Walnut Hollow Lane, Boulder CO 80302 720 406-8659
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establishment, as well as the levels of residual contamination in the
lands that will become the Refuge, the Service concurs with the EPA
and CDPHE that the proposed Refuge activities will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the human environment.
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Response

32-3

FWS states that “the EIS does not discuss the cleanup activities, because they are outside
the scope of Refuge management activities considered in the CCP.” (DEIS p.8). FWS
assumes, without citing any document, statement or scientific study, that it need not
consider soil contamination levels, residual contamination, and how they may be a source
of harm to people and the environment when coupled with the activities proposed for these
areas or other effects that historical contamination may have on proposed activities.

The Sierra Club wholly recognize that FWS is not responsible for the clean up at Rocky
Flats, including the methods used, the level of clean up, how quickly clean up occurs, or
which areas are transferred and which are retained by DOE. However, NEPA requires
FWS to analyze the extent t ich the hi uses under the DEI.

coupled wi ination that remains after will impact human
health and the quality of the environment. FWS must ascertain and must provide to the
public information about whether activities will have a “significant effect on the quality of
the human environment.” This evaluation necessarily must include information about, and
a discussion of, the clean-up standard, the areas that will be cleaned, the soil depths where
clean up will occur, and the impact to human health and the environment that any of these
facts will have. FWS need not perform an EIS on the clean up itself. But it must perform an
EIS on the impacts that the proposed activities will have on the quality of the human
environment because those activities will occur on a site that has been severely
contaminated and because there could be residual contamination that may be stirred up by
the activities proposed by FWS.

FWS avoids any analysis of effects to human health without a single statement as to how it
can avoid such discussion. FWS does not cite a single study that evaluates effects to human
activity. You do not cite any legal support for excluding such a central and critical
discussion to its EIS. We believe it is impossible for this document to meet the obligations
of NEPA unless there is a greater discussion of what the existing environmental conditions
are of the area that is being discussed.

FWS must evaluate whether the cleanup standard used by EPA (that of the refuge worker)
will protect human health and the environment given the level of active recreation under
each of the alternatives proposed by FWS. For instance, the CCP/DEIS never refers to the
standard to which EPA will clean the Refuge. Independent research indicates that at least
part of the Refuge will be cleaned to a level that will protect a Refuge worker. This
standard raises several questions that FWS must address in its EIS, namely whether other
groups, especially children, the elderly, or the infirmed or unhealthy visitor, will also be
protected under this standard when that visitor participates in the activities proposed by the
Refuge. Does this standard consider the proposed recreational activities and their resulting
disturbances in determining whether the area is “clean enough?” The standard may protect
the Refuge worker who operates machinery to blaze a new trail. However, as this trail
erodes over time, will the average visitor still be safe? Moreover, will the interaction of
wildlife (including burrowing wildlife such as prairies dogs) and humans cause dispersion
And of toxic material that lies on or beneath the surface? Will such dispersion degrade the
quality of the human environment downwind, down gradient and beyond the Refuge?

1806 Walnut Hollow Lane, Boulder CO 80302 720 406-8659
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32-3. An expanded discussion of contamination issues and cleanup
levels is included in Section 1.8. The determination of cleanup
standards is inclusive of all persons, including children, the elderly or
infirm.

The erosion or dispersion of soil by wind or water will not be a
concern in the areas that will become the Refuge, because residual
contamination levels in most of those areas will be at background or
extremely low (below 1 pCi/g) (none of the contamination levels in
lands to become the Refuge would be above 7 pCi/g — the cleanup
standard at Rocky Flats is 50 pCi/g). The contamination levels in the
area to become the Refuge are currently safe enough (prior to
cleanup) to not require any response actions. The DOE will retain
any areas where residual contamination is high enough to pose a
concern due to erosion.
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Response

32-4

32-5

2. The CCP/EIS is premature given because (1) FWS will not inherit the site for many

ears, and conditions may change in the interim, and (2) FWS cannot accuratel
analyze the impacts of pro alternatives until the nature an nt of residual
contamination on the site is known—something that cannot be known until FWS
receives jurisdiction of the site.

The DEIS states that a MOU between DOI and DOE “will guide the transition of Rocky
Flat to its status as a National Wildlife Refuge.” As of the date of these comments, this
MOU has not been signed. The DEIS further points out that “the final size and
configuration of DOE-retained lands will not be determined until the final remedy is
completed and the area is agreed to by the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA)
Parties.”

How can FWS plan for management of the Rocky Flats Refuge without knowing what
further or additional responsibilities it will have under the MOU, and what size and
configuration the contaminated lands will ultimately have? Clearly, it cannot plan for
management until these things are known as a baseline for the study. The CCP/DEIS is
then, admittedly, incomplete and uncertain because FWS does not yet know what area it
will be managing, and what its responsibilities for management will be.

The progression of environmental documentation for clean up and ultimate management
and use of the Refuge is very fractured and not easy to follow. The documents and reports
addressing the clean up are disjointed, and yet they are critical to FWS’ EIS and the
public’s ability to comment effectively. They are no where referred to or listed in this
DEIS. It would be easier for the public, and would make better logical and planning sense
to wait to plan for the Refuge until after the clean up and any EPA analysis are complete.
Short of this, FWS should at a minimum provide a bibliography that details the relevant
reports and information necessary to make a reasoned decision about what public uses
should be permitted given the clean up efforts.

Finally, FWS puts the cart before the horse. Considering public uses for the before the
completion of the cleanup and any accompanying environmental analysis of the cleanup or
any EPA assessment creates confusion for the public, means a less reliable decision, and is
legally suspect.

3. The EIS leaves many specific questions un.
The R Flats Refuge Act

The 2001 Rocky Flats Refuge Act mandates that the Refuge will be managed to restore and
preserve native ecosystems, provide habitat for native plans and wildlife, and provide
opportunities for compatible scientific research.

How can FWS manage for native ecosystems without inquiring into the baseline levels of
residual contamination that will still exist when it receives the property?

1806 Walnut Hollow Lane, Boulder CO 80302 720 406-8659
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32-4. The timing of the Comprehensive Conservation Planning
process was directed by Congress in the Refuge Act. The Service has
been in continued contact with the DOE during the CCP planning
process and has been apprised of the approximate boundaries of the
lands that will be retained by DOE for long-term monitoring and
stewardship. While the exact boundaries are likely to change prior to
Refuge establishment, the Service is confident that the general nature
of the lands and resources that will be included in the Refuge will not
change. For these reasons, the Service is confident that it is both
reasonable and effective to complete the CCP process at this time. If
post-cleanup conditions change the Service’s assumptions, the CCP
will be revised accordingly.

32-5. See response to comment 32-2.
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#
32-6. See response to comment 32-2.
32-7. As indicated in response to comment 32-3, soil erosion or
32-6 How can FWS plan for wildlife-compatible recreation without knowing whether that dispersion will not be a concern in the areas that will become the
recreational activity runs a risk of disturbing potentially contaminated areas, and thus Refuge.
degrading the quality of the human environment? ) )
32-8. In the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation
32-7 Visitor Use o . : 7 » o
) VIl comcatrian e it s in & wily 1k ooukd o sadionctive taalerial? between.the Rgfuge gnd the DOE retglned area be “seamless” with
32-8 2) Wil a “scamless refuge” allow visitors to access stes that are not cleaned up to the same few obvious ylsual Fjlﬁerences. Section 1.8 of the FI_EIS ele}borates
level as the refuge? Will the public be edwat;g abg:n the ﬁiffeflmﬁ in clﬁ g 16‘];15? that the Service believes that a four-strand barbed-wire agricultural
- 3) Can burrowing wildlife, including prairie dogs, dig to a level in the gro! t has not . . R
32-9 boen cleancd up? What s this level? If o, how does this potentially affect re-distribution fence and/or permanent obelisks would demarcate the interior
of certain materials to the surface? Can the public be exposed to radioactive materials as a property boundary, keep any livestock out of the DOE lands, and
b e e e S e clarify that the DOE lands are closed to public access. Such a fence
transported or inges y burrowing animals be mo up win the chain by - . .
interaction of commumikiss of animals sharing the sane habitat? would not adversely affect the movement of wildlife across the site,
32-10 4) How will FWS monitor on-going impacts to human health and environment? IF F\;JS and would not be visually obtrusive. The Service has provided these
- will not be monitoring the effects that visitor use may suffer, who will be monitoring : .
s2-11 5) How will proximity to a DOE-retained Superfund affect the Refuge? recommendations to the RFCA parties.
32-12 6) What residuals will be left on the Refuge? N o o _ _ _
32-13 ’I}‘{)How l‘;rin agyoa—goinghmﬁ:ﬁ:ﬁcslor momt;mng affect the proposed visitor use? The Service will provide signs and displays conveying the history of
ow will it affect human environment . . . 4 A
) Is DOE considering, as it cleans up the property, the uses to which the property will the site, the location and nature of residual contamination, and
32-14 potentially be put? For instance, does DOE consider that some recreational activities, like relative risks associated with the Refuge.
horseback riding, could disturb contaminated soils and send particles into the air? o
32-15 9) There is absolutely no discussion of whether horse use, hiking, bicycle use, etc. could 32-9. The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that subsurface
B disrupt soil and dirt in a way that would release potentially dangerous particles in the air. P - .
10) Various studics show that between 20-32% of children o the wges of 1403 6y contamination does not exist in the area that_W|II become the Refuge.
32-16 pica children, meaning that they eat soil and other non-food items—up 8 oz per day. What The DOE will be responsible for the protection of the remedy
32.17 hazards lie in store for such children who may visit the refuge with their parents. facilities within the portions of the DOE retained area where
11) Plcase explain fixther the farpacts on buman health of s “seastloss Refuge subsurface contamination will remain, which includes preventing
Transition from DOE to FWS _ prairie dogs or other burrowing animals from accessing subsurface
32.18 ;WS “ﬁol;’sw gﬂmif depend e DOE’s clean lm‘mfi + disturbances o contamination. While the Service will not be responsible for prairie
- ow wi prevent exposure to hazardous ma s and preven where . . .
cleanup has not been achieved? B dogs Wl_thlr! the DOE retained area, and while subsurface
How does FWS plan to manage access to contaminated sites? And what is the validity of contamination should not be an issue on the Refuge, as a management
the level which forms the bright line above which land will be considered contaminated, : . . L.
B bedoer whtich it will b ciriddored ot sopsopeiute plsce for sotive receeationTWhat partner_wnh the DOE it would b(_e prudent for the Service to m_auntam
exactly does it mean to be a “seamless refuge” and does this action protect human health? a sustainable prairie dog _populatlon and to keep those populations
away from the DOE retained area.
Impacts to Wildlife o _ .
32-19 ;])IThe DE:]S states that “}t{mnt}ng o control \w:lldllflel p‘:ep;iwﬁnsk‘;'o;:ﬁwbecpeﬂ;{g;d t@df‘w 32-10. As directed by the Refuge Act, the DOE will retain
action alternatives.” Hunting is not currently allo at Rocl ats. Can poin e e e - . . .

v any scientific data indicating that the deer population is not now currently optimunm, given jurisdiction over any response actions and will be responsible for the
the size of the habitat, and self-regulating? If deer populations have remained stable and in long-term monitoring that is required under CERCLA. However, as
an acceptable range, why is hunting necessary or even advisable? Is consumptive use of addressed in response to comments 32-2 and 32-3, the area that will

become the Refuge is currently clean enough to not require any
T — response actions and will include only those areas that are protective
4 of human health on the Refuge.
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# p
32-11. The proximity to a Superfund site within the DOE retained
area will not appreciably affect the management of the Refuge. The
o Service will continue to work with the DOE to facilitate long-term
fish and wildlife advisable given the history of Rocky Flats? Has FWS studied this monitoring, and coordinate habitat management issues and
uestion?
32-20 3) Has FWS evaluted the effect of burrowing animals in or near to clean up sites? emergency response.
Impacts due to Fire 32-12. See response to comment 32-3.
Wildfires have not been allowed to burn and only one controlled burn has been conducted
32-21 on Rocky Flats since 1972. (DEIS p. 103). FWS plans to have controlled burns. Has FWS 32-13. See responses to comments 32-2 and 32-3.
or any other agency evaluated how controlled burns could effect residual conwminaﬁ_nn? ] . )
Has FWS or any other agency evaluated the extent to which toxic material in contaminated 32-14. The lands that will become the Refuge will not require any
o omdals controlled burn, or would be dispersed into the environment cleanup, because contamination levels are very low. The DOE will
N retain all of the areas that will be actively cleaned up, as well as areas
32.22 4, The Precautionary Principle supports limiting public access until further subject to |ong-term monitoring_
) information is known, studies have been done to evaluate potential environmental.
impacts, the public is assured that the Refuge is safe for visitation, and that visitation 32-15. See responses to comments 32-3 and 32-12.
will not cause further releases and dispersion of toxic material and radionuclides.
; ) ) . o ) 32-16. See response to comment 32-3.
In summary, the DEIS is devoid of any information or discussion on the potential ac?verse
effects from hazardous substances. Given this, it is virtually impossible for t_he public to 32-17. See responses to comments 32-2 and 32-8.
adequately assess the impacts of the alternatives. The FEIS should summarize and
reference information on the potential adverse effects from hazardous substances, and from _ _
the effects of human, wildlife and natural actions and interactions on these hazardous 32-18. See response to comment 32-10.
substances. The public needs more information regarding residual contamination after ) . . . - ”
remediation and details sbout what monitoring will ocour, who is responsible for it, 32-19. The Service does not believe that there is an “optimum™
whether it will occur on the Refuge or only on the DOE retained-lands, and how often it population size at which the deer population will be self-regulating.
will occur. While the Service considers the deer at Rocky Flats to be “resident,”
FWS cannot just assume that the site will be cleaned up to a level that makes any of the they are part pf a Iarggr_ management unit that fluctua}tes annually
activities proposed under the various alternatives “safe” for the eqwronmeni-h:fﬁl;;*’izﬂ g based on habitat conditions and other factors. For this reason, the
assuming that clean up poses no risk to human health and the environment, s . . .
Say 0, rther than pretend this is not a question at all These questions must be addressed. Se_rvu:e proposes to es’gabllsh a target population range that V\_/ould
Conclusory statements about the impact of these proposed activities do not meet the guide wildlife and habitat management on the Refuge. Hunting
requirement of NEPA that FWS consider environmental impacts of the proposed federal would be used as a management tool to control deer and elk
artion. populations. Hunting also would be a recreational activity that would
Thank you for considering these ts. Sincerely, be compatible with the purposes and management of the Refuge.
W Objective 1.6 — Deer and Elk Management, and Objective 2.10 —
Kathleen €. Becker Hunting Program, have been revised to better correlate the
Sierra Club Rocky Mountain Chapter establishment and analysis of target population size and public
Rocky Flats Commitice hunting programs, and to clarify that hunting would be used as both a
population management tool and a form of wildlife-dependent public
recreation.
With regard to the consumption of deer and elk meat, tissue samples,
11806 Walnut Hollow Lane, Boulder CO 80302 720 406-8659 including edible meat tissues, of deer_ harvested at Rocky Flats in
5 2002 have been analyzed for contaminants. The results of the
analysis indicate that there is no significant uptake of contaminants
by deer or other wildlife species at Rocky Flats.
Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 128 Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement




Com#rtnent Letter #32 continued Response

32-20. See response to comment 32-9.

32-21. See response to comment 32-2. The EPA and CDPHE have
indicated that all of the proposed Refuge management activities,
including prescribed fire, would be safe (Appendix D). However, in
response to concerns about residual contamination, the Service does
not propose using prescribed fire on the eastern portion of the Refuge
between Walnut Creek to the north and Woman Creek to the south
(Figure 10).

32-22. See response to comment 32-2.
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33-1

Steve C. Murdock
Colorado Coordinator
Wheelin® Sportsmen - NWTF

Ms. Laurie Shannon, Planning Team Leader
Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge

1U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Rocky Mtn. Arsenal, Building 121
Commerce City, CO 80022

Wednesday, March 17, 2004
Re: Proposed usage plan “B” for Rocky Flats
Dear Ms. Shannon and USFWS Planning Team,

1 am writing to express the strong support of the Colorado Wheelin' Sportsmen-NWTF organization for your
alternative management plan for Rocky Flats for Wildlife, Habitat, and Public Use (referred to as “Plan B”). 1have

4 each of your d plans and am very excited about the prospects of “Plan B” and the
possibility of increased outdoors opportunitics for the disabled and youth of Colorado.

I I may, I would like to tell you a little bit about our ization. Wheelin' Sp NWTF was founded in 1996 as
an outreach program of the National Wild Turkey Federation. Currently, the Wheelin® Sportsmen organization
includes some 10,000 disabled members nationwide, with nearly 300 members in Colorado. Wheelin® Sportsmen-
NWTF is dedicated to the purpose of providing outdoor opportunities to ALL disabled people.

As our parent ization, the National Wild Turkey Federation is a 500,000-member grassroots, nonprofit
organization with membsers in 50 states, (including over 4,000 members in Colorado.) The NWTF supports scientific
wildlife management on public, private and corporate lands as well as hunting as a traditional American sport  The
NWTF st 3 nationwid h programs: Women In The Outdoors, JAK.ES. (Juniors Achieving
Knowledge, Ethics & Sp hip) and Wheelin® Sportsmen-NWTF.

Approximately 50 million individuals in the United States live every day with some type of disability. Unfortunately,
ir opg ities to participate in outdoor activities are very limited and often nonexistent. At Wheelin® Spartsmen-
NWTF, our emphasis is placed on providing opportunities through events and programs in a manner that would
iminate no one from participating in the great outds Wheelin' Sp "s team concept of pairing the disabled
participants with able-bodied partners is a process that provides opportunities and, at the same time, promotes
Wheelin® Sp events are designed 1o barriers that prevent or limit the disabled from
1joying the outd The activities we provide for the disabled community include hunting, fishing. camping,
wildlife photography, hiking, boating, outdoors skills—and just about anything else that our participants desire to do in
the great Colorado outdoors!

Colorado is a veritable haven for persons with disabilities. Due to the active lifestyle and countless recreational
opportunities to be found in Colorado (even for someone with a disability) Colorado acts as a “magnet” to draw
disabled sportsmen and women to its borders. At the same time, too many Coloradoans are often faced with a sudden
disability (either temporary or permanent) as a result of that active lifestyle. The Wheelin® Sportsmen organization
generally deals with two types of disabled people—

1) those who have begun life as “able-bodied™—perhaps spending most of a lifetime enjoying outdoor pursuits like
hunting, fishing, etc.—and suddenly find themselves acing great physical challenges in being able to enjoy the same
things they did prior to their accident or illness. For that reason, many medical and therspeutic facilitics often use
hunting, fishing and other outdoor pursuits as a means to reacclimatize their patients to life with a newly-gained
disability or impairment. An example of such is our Wheelin® Sportsmen partnership with the world-renown Craig
Rehabilitation Hospital in Denver, which regularly hosts out-patient activities such as hunting and fishing as a
rehab tool for patients in their Therapeutic R ion dep Wheelin® Sp makes it our business to help
those folks find @ way to regain their involvement in the outdoors to the greatest extent physically possible!

33-1. Thank you for your comments
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33-2. Thank you for your comments.
33-3. Thank you for your comments.

2) those who (like me) begin life with a physical challenge—a birth defect, an infant iliness, or other malady that leaves
them permanently disabled. In many cases, these folks (no matter whether young or old) have not had the same
opportunities as the “able-bodied” 1o make that first exciting venture into the outdoors. Those who have are invariably
in search of ways to make their time in the outdoors more ding and le!
There is no way that | can describe to you the sense of awe and wonderment that brightens the face of a disabled
outdoorsman the very first time that he or she touches the curved hom of a downed trophy bull elk or enjoys the splash
of a glistening rainbow trout at the other end of a wetted line. The Wheelin® Sportsmen-NWTF organization works
diligently to help make that possible.
That's where you, the USFWS can help us! By adopting management plan “B” for Wildlife, Habitat, and Public Use

33-2 at Rocky Flats, your ization can open a dous door for the disabled community in Colorado (and the nation)
1o enjoy outdoor activities such as hunting and fishing right here in our own backyard.  And, please know that
Colorado Wheelin® Sportsmen-NWTF will be fully committed to offering our services in any way that we can in order
to help facilitate usage of the Rocky Flats propertics by our disabled community.
It's that important to us....to work not only for the conservation and preservation of our American natural resources, but
just as much for the conservation and preservation of people in our community—disabled, youth, families—citizens
who have experienced first-hand and understand the value and fragility of the wildlife and other natural resources that
co-exist in a miraculous place like Rocky Flats. As a Coloradoan with a disability, a state board member of the
National Wild Turkey Federation and a vol dinator of the Wheelin' Sportsmen effort in Colorado, | am
dedicated (along with thousands of others like me) to just that proposition.
Thanks very much for your time and jon. 1 have enclosed some additional publications about Wheelin*

33-3 Sportsmen-NWTF us well as the other hy of the National Wild Turkey Federation for your perusal. Itis
my hope that they will encourage you as to the potential positive effect that your decision can have on the lives of
Coloradoans who share the same values as the USFWS. Please feel free to contact me if I can provide any further input
into this process, as | would consider it a privilege to do so!
Best regards...and thanks for all the USFWS does for our great country!
Colorado coordinator
Wheelin® Sportsmen — NWTF
36844 Marlin Court
Elizabeth, CO 80107
303-646-6454 (hm/ofc)
303-947-5113 cell
email: CoWSNWTF@AOL.com
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Com#rtnent Letter #34 Response
34-1. Thank you for your comments.
34-2. The Service has recommended for implementation a modified
5 5 . version of Alternative B.
Wildlife Management Institute o . —_—
34-3. The Service believes that limited public hunting would be
1015 ct:ﬁ;'é.s;e e Fort Colli, Cabiends G536 compatible with the purposes and management of the Refuge, and
Phone (970) 2231099 © Fax (970) 204-9198 that it would provide an additional management tool for deer and elk
lenci@verinet. . - -
enc@verinet.com HE populations. Objective 1.6 — Deer and Elk Management, and
ROLLIN D. SPARROWE cEIyED Objective 2.10 — Hunting Program, have been revised to better
RICHARD E. McCABE APy 2 correlate the establishment and analysis of target population size and
i oS e gy - public hunting programs, and to clarify that hunting would be used as
March 30, 2004 !‘%%%% both a population management tool and a form of wildlife-dependent
e M public recreation.
Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 34-4. As described in Section 1.9 Future P!a_nning, a _step—down
Attn: Laurie Shannon Hunting Plan would be a component of a Visitor Services Plan. The
g&ikilﬁomufmﬁlﬁg?nifgﬁg 121 Colorado Division of Wildlife would be an important partner in the
Commerce City, CO 80022 development of a Hunting Management Plan, as well as the ongoing
i ion of the hunting program.
e e i implementation of t g prog
I'am the Southwest Field Representative for the Wildlife Management Institute. The
34-1 Institute is a private, nonprofit, scientific and educational organization founded in 1911
and dedicated to the restoration, conservation, and sound management of natural
resources, especially wildlife and their habitats, in North America. Following are my
comments on the draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) and EIS for the Rocky
Flats National Wildlife Refuge.
First, planning team members are to be recognized for their work in preparing the draft
plan. It is informative, organized well, and easy to read.
The Institute agrees that Alternative B should be the preferred alternative. This
34-2 alternative presents the overall best balance between resource protection and visitor
opportunity. The Institute also supports provisions of Alternative B allowing limited
recreational hunting on the refuge. As indicated in the plan, it is highly probable that
deer and elk populations on the refuge will have to be managed to prevent degradation of
34-3 other resources. The choice to provide limited public hunting is preferred to a culling
activity.
It is suggested the list of plans to be prepared presented on page 9 be amended to include
34-4 a Hunting Management Plan. It is stated later in the Plan that a hunting management

plan would be prepared so it should be added to the list. It is also very important that the
Colorado Division of Wildlife be a key participant in the drafting of the hunting plan.
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Letter #34 continued

Response

34-5

34-6

34-7

34-8

34-9

34-10

34-11

The preferred alternative should include aggressive plans to address invasive weeds.
Alternative B includes development of an integrated Pest Management Plan and the use
of both biological and chemical control methods. This is good and should be a priority in
the CCP.

The Institute supports plans in Alternative B for managing growth of black-tailed prairie
dogs on the refuge. To minimize impacts to other resources and maximize restoration of
degraded habitats it will be necessary from time to time to control growth of prairie dog
towns. Restoration of native plant and animal species on the refuge is also supported by
the Institute and should be encouraged. Consequently, we suggest that provisions for
more extensive habitat restoration and monitoring currently included in Alternative C be
integrated into the preferred alternative. We feel this could be done without significantly
altering the intent of Alternative B.

The Institute also supports inclusion of opportunities for compatible scientific research on
the refuge. Opportunities for students at Universities and Colleges to conduct research on
the refuge should be sought and supported.

On page 13, under provisions of Alternative C, it is proposed that any refuge facilities
would be built for specific resource protection and management purposes. Because of
this, office space would be leased off-site. We suggest this might be a worthy provision
to include in the preferred alternative. We are concerned development of office and
other associated administrative facilities will significantly reduce opportunities to reduce
the footprint of development on this refuge. Please consider how necessary
administrative facilities can be accommodated without unnecessary impacts on natural
resources.

Finally, we concur that level of staff indicated in the preferred alternative is desirable.
Federal budget restrictions make it doubtful that resources available to the refuge will be
sufficient to staff at the maximum level. In fact, a concern we have is what level of
activity within each alternative will be done if less than desired fiscal or human resources
are received? In other words, we wonder what are the priority goals, objectives, and
strategies? We suggest that the final EIS address this concern.

Thanks for the opportunity for comment. Please be sure I receive future documents
relating to this plan.

Sincerely,

on. H Gpil

Len H. Carpenter

34-5. The Service agrees that aggressive weed management,
including the development and implementation of an Integrated Pest
Management Plan, should be an important component of the CCP.
Alternative B includes the Services most aggressive weed
management objectives and strategies.

34-6. The Service acknowledges that prairie dogs are an important
component of the prairie ecosystem because of their contributions to
community structure and ecosystem function. However, the Service
also agrees with the Wildlife Management Institute that any
unsustainable growth of prairie dog communities may need to be
managed to prevent adverse impacts to other species or communities,
for restoration of degraded habitats, or to prevent the spread of prairie
dogs into the DOE retained area.

34-7. Anticipated funding levels do not allow for limited public use
and the highest levels of habitat restoration and monitoring.
However, the Service believes that the funding and programs in
Alternative B will be sufficient to protect and enhance important
wildlife habitat on the Refuge.

34-8. The Service acknowledges the value of compatible scientific
research opportunities on the Refuge, and would promote such
opportunities.

34-9. As described in Section 4.4 of the DEIS and FEIS, Refuge
facilities, including public use and maintenance facilities, would
effect 1.1 acres of the Refuge. The Service believes that the benefits
of a management presence on-site outweigh the minor effects that the
necessary facilities would have on Refuge resources. Because the
Refuge would be part of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal National
Wildlife Refuge complex, the necessary office space for Rocky Flats
would be limited to the needs of on-site staff. The effects of these
impacts would be minimized by co-locating office, maintenance, and
public use facilities, and by constructing those facilities in areas that
are already disturbed or degraded, and do not impact important
wildlife habitat. Objective 6.2 — Operations and Management
Facilities has been revised to include measures to minimize habitat
disturbances. The Service has expressed an interest in co-locating
Refuge offices and/or visitor facilities with the proposed Cold War
Museum, if such a museum is established within close proximity to
the Refuge entrance.
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Com#rtnent Letter #34 continued Response

34-10. In accordance with the Service’s “wildlife first” mission,
those management objectives pertaining to wildlife and habitat
management and protection would take precedence over public use
activities.

34-11. Thank you for your comments.
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